
Head Start–Child Care 
Partnership Study

Sharon L. Kagan
Marce Verzaro-O’Brien

Una Kim
Megan Formica

YALE UNIVERSITY THE BUSH CENTER IN CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL POLICY WINTER 2000



Head Start
Child Care

Partnership Study

Sharon L. Kagan
Marce Verzaro-O’Brien

Una Kim
Megan Formica

YALE UNIVERSITY

THE BUSH CENTER IN CHILD

DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL POLICY
310 PROSPECT STREET 

NEW HAVEN, CT 06511-2188
(203) 432-9931

2000



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This report came into being with the help and support of many people.  Foremost
among them is Michael Levine of the Carnegie Corporation of New York whose
vision for the early care and education field is inspired and whose concern for young
children and quality programs is unfaltering.  

We gratefully acknowledge many colleagues who helped us at the initial phase of the
study sharing their knowledge about Head Start-child care collaboration through
interviews and focus groups: Maggie Holmes, Tina Schmich, Flo Abel, Carmen
Nicholas, Colleen Mendel, Judy Kennedy, and James Strickland.  Grace Hardy, from
the Quality in Linking Together (QUILT) project, and Ray Collins and Anne Gold-
stein from the National Child Care Information Center, were very supportive.  We are
also extremely appreciative of Jo Ann Brady, Sheila Skiffington, and Ellen Powell, at
the Education Development Center for their collaboration and willingness to consider
tough issues with us.  Carmen Nazario and Lillian Sugarman of the Child Care
Bureau and Helen Taylor, Tom Schultz, and JoAn Knight Herren of the Head Start
Bureau strongly encouraged research examining Head Start-child care collaboration.

The greatest credit however, is due to the individuals at the programs who partici-
pated in the study, each of whom gave up their time for phone interviews and eagerly
shared their veiws about collaboration so that others might benefit from their experi-
ences.  They are:

ARKANSAS
Jo Ann Williams, Child Development, Inc., Executive Director
Tonya Russell, Head Start State Collaboration Coordinator

CALIFORNIA
Shannon Tanaka, MAAC Head Start Project, Early Childhood Education Manager
Doug Regan, MAAC Head Start Project, Deputy Director
Debbi Palmer, Family Child Care Provider

COLORADO
Lee Taylor, Tri-County Head Start, Executive Director

MICHIGAN
Mary Bantle, Head Start Director
Phil Hamburg, Michigan Family Resources, Executive Director
Melanie Beeland, Baxter Community House, Executive Director

NEW YORK
Ellen O'Callaghan-Sheldon, CAO of Erie County Inc. Head Start Administrator.
Beth Bradley, Frontier School District, Asst. Superintendent of Instruction.
Spencer Thompson, Gateway Longview, Inc., Director

OHIO
Jack Collopy, Hamilton County Education Services Center, Executive Director
Feliz Shelby, Family Child Care Provider
Susan Collins, Kindercare Learning Center, Director

OREGON
Alan Berlin, South Oregon Head Start Pre-K, Executive Director
Jody Burham, South Oregon Head Start, Full-Year Coordinator
Ida Lingo, Oregon Divison of Adult and Family Services, Assistant Director

PENNSYLVANIA
Pat Levin, Community Services for Children, Executive Director
Judy Chase, Lehigh Valley Child Care, Executive Director
Dolores Swavely, Volunteers of America, Program Director

Finally, we acknowledge the Yale University Bush Center in Child Development and
Social Policy for being a wonderful home where intellectual inquiry is encouraged
and supported.  We especially appreciate Ed Zigler and Carol Ripple for their inspir-
ing work.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section I – Introduction and Purpose 1

Section II – The Content of the Study 3
Introduction and Purpose 3
Social and Political Context 3
Head Start’s Intentions Regarding the Full-day, 
Full-year Initiative 5
The Head Start and Early Childhood Context: 6
Tensions that Encased the Effort
The Possibilities of the Full-day, Full-year Initiative: 8
The Sleeping Giant

Section III – Methodology
Case Study Methodology 10
Linkages with Others: A Review of Work of the Field 10
Typology Development 11
Protocol Development 12
Site Selection 13
Interview Procedures 13
Terminology 14

Section IV – Arkansas: A Case Study
Introduction 15
Context 15
Nature of Partnerships 15
Program Changes 17
Summary of Impacts 20
Future Challenges 21

Section V – California: A Case Study
Introduction 22
Context 22
Nature of Partnerships 23
Program Changes 24
Summary of Impacts 28
Future Challenges 30

Section VI – Colorado: A Case Study
Introduction 31
Context 31
Nature of Partnerships 32
Program Changes 34
Summary of Impacts 36
Future Challenges 37



Section VII – Michigan: A Case Study
Introduction 38
Contect 38
Nature of Partnerships 38
Program Changes 39
Summary of Impacts 42
Future Challenges 43

Section VIII – New York: A Case Study
Introduction 44
Context 44
Nature of Partnerships 44
Program Changes 45
Summary of Impacts 49
Future Challenges 51

Section IX – Ohio: A Case Study
Introduction 52
Context 52
Nature of Partnerships 53
Program Changes 54
Summary of Impacts 57
Future Challenges 59

Section X – Pennsylvania: A Case Study
Introduction 61
Context 61
Nature of Partnerships 61
Program Changes 62
Summary of Impacts 67
Future Challenges 68

Section XI – Southern Oregon: A Case Study
Introduction 69
Context 69
Nature of Partnerships 70
Program Changes 71
Summary of Impacts 76
Future Challenges 77

Section XII – Analysis
Introduction 78
Summary of Impacts 78



Section XIII – Implications and Recommendations 90
Introduction 90
The Sleeping Giant: The Request for Proposals 90
A Paradigmatic Head Start?  Implications and 92
Recommendations Regarding Head Start
Thinking Ahead: Recommendations Regarding
Head Start and the Early Childhood 
Community/System 97

References 99

Appendices
Appendix A: Typology Chart 101
Appendix B: Preliminary Screening Interview 102
Appendix C: Multiple Service Delivery Models 104
Questionnarie
Appendix D: Partner Program Questionnaire 109



SECTION I – INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
For many years, the nation’s premier early childhood program, Head Start,
has been a pioneer in creating opportunities for the education and involve-
ment of Head Start parents and families.  In addition, Head Start has long
been a critical player in the repertoire of community services, often serving
as a lynchpin of social support.  Enmeshed as it is in the lives of children,
families, and communities, it is imperative to understand that Head Start is
not merely a fixed program, but an evolving concept (Zigler, 1979).  As such,
Head Start has accepted the mantle of being a catalyst for change, of being a
program especially responsive to the needs of its constituents, and of being a
program that is a national laboratory for early childhood, parent, and commu-
nity development.          

A tall order at any time, in the mid-to-late 1990s, this was a particular chal-
lenge - a challenge that called into question some of Head Start’s long-imbed-
ded values and patterns of operation.  New welfare legislation had been
implemented, occasioning differing working patterns for Head Start families.
Thus half-day programs that had once been the mainstay of Head Start now
were becoming dysfunctional for many of Head Start’s families.  Parents who
were being pushed into the workforce had little time and less energy to partic-
ipate in Head Start’s conventional classroom volunteerance, parent training
and shared governance activities.

Simultaneously, from the policy perspective, early childhood initiatives were
being launched in many states, often with impetus from governors and state
legislatures.  In some cases, these efforts were directly linked to Head Start; in
other cases, they were distinct entities, often operating parallel to and some-
times in competition with Head Start.  In all cases, the bevy of new efforts
caused Head Start and non-Head Start programs to become far more aware of
their interconnectedness.  Often programs found themselves, unwittingly,
competing for staff, for funds, and sometimes for children.  At other times,
programs were able to make connections and share resources effectively.  To
hasten this necessary cooperation, the federal Head Start Bureau established
opportunities for collaboration through the establishment of Head Start col-
laboration offices.  

No longer conceptualizing themselves as free-standing entities, Head Start
programs began to think of themselves as participants in a broader and rapidly
expanding early childhood community.  Efforts to communicate, partner,
share, and maximize resources became nearly normative behavior.  The con-
version of Head Start from a free-standing program to Head Start as a vital,
pivotal member within the array of early childhood efforts in communities
sparked many questions that warranted inquiry.  Did Head Start welcome the
opportunities for linkage? How did Head Start programs perceive their roles
within the emerging expansion of early childhood efforts?  How did program
expansion in other areas impact Head Start operationally and politically?
What was the nature of the collaborations and the partnerships created?  How
did they impact and alter Head Start services, the choices that Head Start fam-
ilies made, and the values Head Start embraced?  This study was designed to
examine these Head Start issues within the context of emerging collaborative
efforts.  

Enmeshed as it is in the
lives of children, fami-
lies, and communities,
it is imperative to
understand that Head
Start is not merely a
fixed program, but an
evolving concept
(Zigler, 1979).

1



2

Unique among early childhood programs, Head Start finds itself operating
under the rubric of two sometimes-competing principles.  Head Start is a fed-
eral program, replete with federal Performance Standards, regulations, fund-
ing requirements, and accountability mechanisms that pertain to all Head
Start programs.  Simultaneously, Head Start is a profoundly local program,
with significant opportunities for programs to design and re-design them-
selves to accommodate local needs. These two principles – federal accounta-
bility and local authority – impact collaborative work in important and inter-
esting ways. 

When the study was launched, the general notion of collaboration upon which
it was premised found expression in Head Start programs in an odd way.
Though programs’ past experiences with collaboration differ greatly, as the
case studies below explicate, the patterns of collaboration that emerged in this
study nearly always linked to partnerships between Head Start and child care.
The uncanny similarity of collaborative intentions existed as more than a hap-
hazard occurrence.  Head Start, at the time this study was launched, had just
been encouraged for reasons and through processes described below, to
increase its linkage with child care programs.  As a result, the operational
manifestation of collaboration that was most prevalent and that warranted
examination at the time were the Head Start-child care partnerships.  This
study, then, is an investigation into the nature and process of Head Start col-
laboration using the Head Start-child care partnerships as an exemplar.  

Through this approach, all of the originally-intended issues related to collabo-
ration will be explored, as will issues related to the implementation of a spe-
cific collaborative strategy, one that perhaps may be prescient for Head Start’s
future. 

This study, then, is an
investigation into the
nature and process of
Head Start collabo-
ration using the
Head Start-child care
partnerships as an
exemplar.
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The opportunity for
Head Start programs
to receive full-day,
full-year expansion
funds occurred within
a unique and some-
what complex context,
one characterized by
dramatically shifting
social and political
realities, by a some-
what unique Head
Start context, and by a
rapidly changing
early childhood field.

SECTION II – THE CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

Head Start had long encouraged collaboration as one of its many program
goals.  A marked change occurred, however, when a portion of the FY97 Head
Start budget was used to incentivize programs to partner with child care for
the purpose of providing full-day, full-year services.  This meant that pro-
grams who sought to collaborate with child care were given priority points in
their quest for Head Start expansion funds.  A direct, and sometimes monetary
incentive system was being used to promote a unique kind of collaboration—
the Head Start-child care partnerships. 

The opportunity for Head Start programs to receive full-day, full-year expan-
sion funds occurred within a unique and somewhat complex context, one
characterized by dramatically shifting social and political realities, by a some-
what unique Head Start context, and by a rapidly changing early childhood
field.  Together, the impact of these factors produced predicted and unantici-
pated consequences that shaped the collaborative partnerships.  Therefore, a
rich appreciation of the process of partnering requires an understanding of the
social and political context of the time, as well as knowledge of Head Start’s
intentions regarding the partnership efforts.  It is critical to examining extant
tensions within the field that encase the partnership efforts, as well as the pos-
sibilities that partnerships afforded.  Each of these is presented below as a
prelude to the discussion of the specific partnerships.  

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL CONTEXT

The delivery of full-day, full-year services by Head Start programs is not new.
Prior to 1997, a small number of grantees had initiated such services using a
variety of funding and program strategies.  As early as 1990, the Head Start
Bureau had provided supportive clarification that allowed the use of Head
Start funds for extended services.  However, since the Bureau did not provide
sufficient per child funding to cover the costs of full-day, full-year services,
the majority of Head Start programs continued to offer part-day, part-year pro-
grams.  Further, by adopting a goal of providing a Head Start experience to
one million children by the year 2000, the Clinton administration sent a signal
that its first priority was to expand Head Start slots, not expand the hours or
days of the currently-funded slots.

Despite these signals, discussion of full-day, full-year Head Start commanded
increased attention during the mid- and late-1990s.  That this discussion
emerged is attributable to at least three factors: (1) the needs of low-income
families, especially after significant changes to this country’s welfare system;
(2) the introduction of a systematic path for linkages among local Head Start
program, through the establishment of State Head Start Collaboration Offices;
and (3) the increased readiness dialogue and Head Start’s role in preparing its
children for later experiences, especially in the context of the emerging brain
research.  Each of these strands deserves comment.



The Needs of Low-Income Families

Throughout the 1990's, as Head Start programs conducted community assess-
ments and met with their Policy Councils to review the results, it was evident
that more families were requesting extended hours and/or days of service.   In
order to continue their Head Start participation, some parents were making
"patchwork quilt" arrangements for child care during the non-Head Start por-
tion of their children's days.  Other families were opting to withdraw their
children from Head Start in favor of full-day child care arrangements.  While
child care services often were informal and unregulated, they were available
for longer hours and more days, and hence were both desirable and necessary
for Head Start families.

With the advent of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Recon-
ciliation Act of 1996, referred to as Welfare Reform, it became clear that
increasing numbers of Head Start families would be placed in training or job
situations that required extended services for their preschool-aged children.
With its local autonomy and commitment to a comprehensive, two-genera-
tional service delivery approach, local Head Start programs could be in piv-
otal positions to support families in reaching mandated personal and eco-
nomic self-sufficiency.  Yet, without the availability of extended services for
children, it would be difficult for programs to maintain relevant and useable
services for their parents who would be impacted by Welfare Reform.  As a
result, Welfare Reform provided a strong impetus for Head Start’s movement
to full-day, full-year services.

Visible Paths for Head Start and Child Care Linkages

Since it appeared that full funding for extended services for either current or
future expansion slots would not be forthcoming from the federal Head Start
Bureau, additional funding streams needed to be identified at the local level.
For most Head Start programs, that meant accessing directly or indirectly
state child care, pre-kindergarten, and/or other education funding streams
(e.g., Title I; Even Start; IDEA).  Concurrent with the above events, the
Bureau had also created state Head Start collaboration offices in all 50 states,
Puerto Rico, and Washington, DC.  The goals of these Offices were to estab-
lish and enrich linkages among local Head Start programs, state Departments
of Education, and Human Services, Public Welfare and Health (Head Start
Bureau, 1998).  In theory, the collaboration offices, then, could facilitate the
partnering opportunities that could be a critical component of the extended
services discussion.  In this sense, the collaboration offices could serve as a
vehicle to promote linkages and in return could accrue additional visibility
and credibility within the state government.

Readiness Dialogue

A third impetus for launching a formal commitment to full-day, full-year serv-
ices within Head Start may be less apparent in its impact, but no less powerful
in its implications.  For nearly a decade, Head Start programs had been
receiving funding increases, a substantial portion of which had gone to pro-
gram improvement initiatives, such as staff salary increases and facili-
ties/materials enrichment.  Policy-makers, legislators, and other human serv-
ice providers now sought evidence that positive impacts were being4

With its local autonomy
and commitment to a
comprehensive, two-
generational service
delivery approach,
local Head Start pro-
grams could be in piv-
otal positions to sup-
port families in
reaching mandated per-
sonal and economic
self-sufficiency.
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demonstrated for the children and families receiving Head Start services.  One
explicit expectation was that Head Start children would be ready for, and pro-
ductive in, their later schooling experiences, as demonstrated by their per-
formances and test scores in their elementary years and beyond.  Data, how-
ever did not exist to either confirm or repudiate that expectation.
As Head Start leaders considered options for providing such evidence, it was
important to discern how powerful a part-day, part-year program could be in
nurturing children’s future potential.  Such concerns were especially impor-
tant when cast in the light of the emerging brain research, which suggested
that significant developmental changes had already occurred by the time chil-
dren reached age three, the age at which children were typically eligible for
Head Start.  It was thought that in addition to initiating programs for children
in infancy (e.g., Early Head Start), well-designed and well-managed full-day,
full-year programs might help maximize Head Start’s impact on children’s
development.  So, in addition to an impetus from Welfare policies, there was
some desire to maximize Head Start's potential as a developmental/ educa-
tional program.  And if part-day services were effective full-day services
might have an even better impact in advancing children's pedagogical per-
formance.

HEAD START’S INTENTIONS REGARDING THE FULL-DAY,
FULL-YEAR INITIATIVE

As a way to respond to requests from the field and to encourage programs to
creatively explore alternatives, the Head Start Bureau used a portion of its
FY97 funds to stimulate the creation of new full-day, full-year slots.  Taking
advantage of the competitive format typically used to award expansion
grants, the Bureau offered an additional 10 points to all applicants who pro-
posed to offer extended services through a fiscal and/or program partnership.
These points served as an incentive to induce programs to consider partnering
for the purposes of providing full-day, full-year Head Start.  It is important to
note that the incentive was not around partnering in general, but focused on
partnering for the explicit purposes of expanding full-day, full-year services.

Several important caveats were contained in the Bureau’s Request for Propos-
als.  First, the funds could not be used to expand hours or days in existing
slots.  Second, even if a program’s community assessment demonstrated that
the needs of its families could be better served by part-day programs, the 10
points would not be awarded.  Third, all requirements of the Revised Perfor-
mance Standards would need to be met in this new program option, even if
some of the services were directly provided by other child care or human
service providers.

There were several interesting consequences of the new RFP.  First, a large
number of Head Start programs did apply for these expansion dollars, so that
competition was (not unexpectedly) keen.  The programs selected were of
high quality, and seemed to demonstrate the ability to implement the partner-
ships.  A second consequence was that the RFP and the activities it occasioned
had the potential to dramatically influence the entire early childhood commu-
nity, a community that had been historically fettered by complex and typically
adversarial relationships.  Perhaps not fully understood at the time, the RFP
was quite remarkable in how it promised to alter internal Head Start services
as well as Head Start’s external interactions with other programs.  

It was thought that in
addition to initiating
programs for children
in infancy (e.g. Early
Head Start), well-
designed and well-
managed full-day, full-
year programs might
help maximize Head
Start’s impact on chil-
dren’s development.
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THE HEAD START AND EARLY CHILDHOOD 
CONTEXT: TENSIONS THAT ENCASED THE EFFORT

Collaborating With Other Organizations  

A local Head Start program’s historic relationships with community-based
child care programs dramatically impacted the program's decision to compete
for the additional points.  Many Head Start programs had solid and long-
standing positive relationships with other local programs, which served as a
starting point for partnership dialogue.  In other communities, however, there
was little precedent for collaborating with child care or other early childhood
programs.  In still other situations, Head Start and other agencies had previous
encounters that were unproductive and even contentious.  So, while there
were incentives for collaboration, the nature of past relationships often set the
tone for whether new partnerships would be formed.  

Further complicating the collaboration issue was the concern among Head
Start programs that others in the community might not offer programs of
comparable quality.  As a result, it was postulated that potential collaborations
with child care might diminish the quality Head Start had worked so long to
achieve.  In combination, these realities made the press for collaboration, as
manifest in the RFP, somewhat problematic for some programs. 

As a result, programs dealt with several decisions.  The first decision was
whether or not to seek out a program partner.  The next decision was to choose
a partner with whom Head Start had a strong possibility of success.  The third
decision was to design a system that shared resources and information while
protecting the integrity of both partners.  This was particularly complicated
because there needed to be a guarantee that the Revised Performance Stan-
dards would be met for both programs.  For many Head Start programs,
developing and maintaining these types of collaborative relationships, as well
as carrying out these extended functions, would be a new experience. 

As Head Start programs considered extending services, several sensitive
issues became apparent.  Head Start would be entering an arena already well
populated by child care programs, public schools, and other service providers,
and could be perceived as a service "intruder".  Since delivering extended
services could require accessing state child care funds, Head Start could be
perceived as competing with child care agencies for this scarce resource.  This
tension could change the nature of Head Start’s relationship with other local
programs, and could impact the availability of partnership opportunities.  The
challenge for Head Start programs was to successfully obtain resources suffi-
cient to cover non-funded full-day, full-year costs while maintaining and
improving linkages with other programs.

Discerning Compatible Program Cultures

Head Start programs discovered more subtle tensions as they examined their
culture’s capacity to incorporate new programmatic strategies.  In particular,
when assessing their capacities to be effective partners, Head Start programs
had to come to grips with their own stances related to control and autonomy.
They needed to assess the degree to which the agency, required direct control
over all its operations, versus the degree to which they were willing to relin-

The third decision was
to design a system that
shared resources and
information while pro-
tecting the integrity of
both partners. This was
particularly compli-
cated because there
needed to be a guaran-
tee that the Revised
Performance Standards
would be met for both
programs.
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quish partial control.  In some cases, the need for control at some Head Start
programs was so strong that it would limit the type of partnership opportuni-
ties available to the program.  Another dimension to be considered was the
degree to which the agency had a stated or implied commitment to participate
in the building of community service networks.  The higher that commitment,
the greater the probability that collaboration would be perceived as a viable
strategy for offering extended services.

The challenge for programs was, first, to identify that its own agency had a
culture that supported collaboration and partnership, even if that culture had
previously not been explicitly identified.  Second, a careful examination had
to be made regarding the agency’s cultural values and their relevance to the
array of choices required by adding full-day, full-year services.  Third, if an
agency's culture were incompatible with collaboration, then it might have to
consciously change its culture to successfully deliver extended services or it
might have to forego this opportunity.  As such, the RFP provided an opportu-
nity for much self-reflection on the part of Head Start.

Working Within the Head Start Culture  

Early after the issuance of the FY97 RFP, the National Head Start Association
(NHSA), representing those who implement Head Start programs in local
communities, took issue with the RFP.  In particular, NHSA was concerned
with the fact that priority was being accorded to one service delivery model
(e.g., the partnerships) over others.  In fact, the sentiment was so strong that
NHSA took a formal position that awarding extra points for one service deliv-
ery model over others denigrated the local decision-making capacities of
Head Start grantees, their boards, and Policy Councils.  NHSA noted that it
was not fair to penalize those programs that heeded the results of their own
community assessments and offered well-managed, part-day programs.  In
theory, tension could exist between local programs’ desire to preserve their
decision-making authority and the need to address the Administration’s goal
of promoting full-day, full-year services for low-income children and fami-
lies.  

An additional set of issues surfaced when Head Start programs assessed their
internal operational capacity to offer extended services.  Eligibility for Head
Start services was just such an issue.  Programs needed to adhere to the feder-
ally established income eligibility guidelines, which are set at 100% of the
poverty level, yet that became increasingly difficult as families moved off
welfare into employment.  Moreover, the increased need for social support by
recently employed families made Head Start and its related services an imper-
ative despite its rigid income guidelines.  Thus the need for services by fami-
lies who might not meet the poverty guidelines imposed a poignant pressure
on local programs.

A second set of issues related to pedagogy and staff also emerged.  Extending
hours and/or days of service required a different classroom curriculum as well
as a staggered staff scheduling, often causing tension among ten-and twelve-
month employees (Verzaro-O’Brien & Scott,1999).  Events such as home vis-
its, parent conferences, staff training, team and program staff meetings, and
case conferences - key features of high quality Head Start programs - now had
to be creatively scheduled, since staff and parents were not readily available
during the program day.  The challenge for Head Start programs was to create

The challenge for
Head Start programs
was to create new
procedures while
maintaining and
improving the quality
of their services.
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new procedures while maintaining and improving the quality of their serv-
ices.  

Also evolving were a third set of issues related to fiscal management.  To
finance many partnerships, Head Start programs needed to manage multiple
funding streams, including state/local child care, state/local pre-kindergarten
or other educational programs (e.g., Title I; Even Start; IDEA), United Way
and/or other local donations, and parent fees.  While most Head Start pro-
grams tap into and are comfortable accounting for the USDA Child and Adult
Feeding Program funds, the addition of other revenue sources required more
sophisticated accounting and software systems than typically in use.  Each of
the new funding streams had reporting requirements that were different in
timing and content from those of Head Start and USDA.  In addition, most
Head Start programs had never charged a fee for services, and did not have a
system for collecting fees in a timely and efficient manner, much less retain-
ing a trusting and nurturing relationship with parents.  Expanding fiscal and
program procedures to handle these new demands emerged as another critical
challenge.

THE POSSIBILITIES OF THE FULL-DAY, FULL-YEAR INITIA-
TIVE: THE SLEEPING GIANT

As the above discussion clearly illustrates, the process of designing and
implementing full-day, full-year Head Start services through collaboration
had the potential to both transform Head Start, and to alter the entire early
childhood landscape within local communities.

Internally, such potential transformation was both exciting and challenging
for Head Start.  The RFP and the attendant opportunity posed technical and
logistical questions.  In profound and unanticipated ways, it challenged fun-
damental and long-held operational assumptions and practices.  For example,
was Head Start willing to alter its eligibility requirements?  Was Head Start
willing and able to impose its Performance Standards on other programs?
Was Head Start willing to invest considerable time and resources into the
management necessary to carry out successful full-day, full-year partner-
ships?  Should it alter its 15 percent administrative cap?  Can Head Start toler-
ate the development of a two-tiered compensation system that might ensue as
a result of different opportunities for staff (training, compensation) who work
in different service delivery models?

The issues are not insurmountable.  It is not that a two-tiered Head Start pro-
gram is, by definition, undesirable, or that differences in delivery systems are
bad.  Indeed, if the diverse needs of families and children can be better met
through extended services, Head Start can and should take pride in its ability
to re-invent itself.  Rather, it is that these differences in operation have the
potential to produce options that also differ in quality, with the extended serv-
ices option missing key ingredients that comprise a successful Head Start
experience.  Perhaps the most critical and often unstated question that is being
posed via the partnership experience is "When does a Head Start experience
cease to be a Head Start experience?"  And "How much latitude can Head
Start bear before the quality of services are changed?"

. . .the process of
designing and
implementing full-
day, full-year Head
Start services
through collabora-
tion had the poten-
tial to both trans-
form Head Start,
and to alter the
entire early child-
hood landscape
within local commu-
nities.



A second set of transformations was evoked by the partnerships.  These
related to the relationships that local Head Start programs established with
their human service colleagues in the public and private sectors.  The partner-
ship initiative had the potential to expand the web of linkages among human
service funders and providers, thus enriching the local community service
network.  Head Start’s investment in improving the environments of other
early education programs, as well as Head Start’s contribution to staff devel-
opment, could increase the quality of early experiences for many young chil-
dren not traditionally served by Head Start.  However, it was also possible
that the partnership experiences could be unproductive.  In that event, the
partnerships would not contribute to building community service networks,
and could even negatively impact those relationships already in place.

So, the introduction of incentivized collaboration via the full-day, full-year
Head Start partnership model was high-stakes, indeed.  It had the power to
transform Head Start as we know it, to alter the nature of child care and early
education, and to seed the development of a more coordinated, and sensible
approach to the delivery of American early childhood education.    

In the following sections of this report, we chronicle how the partnerships
unfolded and what their impact has been (Methodology: Section III; Results
of the investigation in the form of case studies Sections IV-XI; Analysis Sec-
tion XII) and we conclude with implications and recommendations (Sections
XIII).

9
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SECTION III - METHODOLOGY

CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY

As noted earlier, the study was designed to provide an overview of the issues
associated with collaboration as it relates to the implementation of partner-
ships between Head Start and child care.  Given that the Head Start Request
for Proposals provided significant incentives for such partnerships to be
developed, and given the autonomy afforded Head Start programs in doing
so, it is not surprising that a myriad of different approaches to the partnerships
evolved. 

In order to capture the diverse range of efforts and the issues attendant to their
implementation, study investigators adopted a case study method.  This strat-
egy is well suited to this investigation since it provides a useful lens through
which the details of social phenomenon can be captured.  Its results can be
helpful in the development of theories about the phenomenon under study.  A
case study approach is an extremely appropriate method to discern patterns of
linkages and challenges associated with different approaches to linkages.
However, as the nature of case studies is more analytical than statistical, addi-
tional research of a more statistical nature is needed to place the findings of
this study into a broader context.

Methodologically, this analysis originally set out to conduct field-based site
visits to a minimum of three sites.  During the site visits, we were to conduct
interviews and observations of staff involved in the partnerships. Unfortu-
nately, due to funding constraints, we were forced to reduce the scope of the
work, and instead used telephone interviews involving representatives from
both the Head Start and partner programs as primary data sources.  The limi-
tations to this approach are legion.  Gathering data through interviewing tends
to rely heavily on the rapport and trust developed between the interviewer and
the respondent.  Without the rapport that can be developed through the physi-
cal and visual interactions of face-to-face interviews, such relationship devel-
opment is much more difficult.  This is especially true when the interviewer is
a stranger to the respondent, as was the case in most of the interviews con-
ducted for this study.  Second, telephone interviews leave little ability on the
part of the researchers to check and/or confirm the validity of statements
made.  To dampen the potential effects of this limitation, the team of
researchers made every effort to conduct focused interviews with a variety of
respondents to corroborate data (as well as to gather diverse perspectives).  A
final limitation of this study's methodology is inherent in the nature of the
partnerships themselves.  By design, they are created to be adaptive, changing
their structure and character even within short periods of time.  As a result, the
data collected represent the type of partnerships programs had developed at
the time of the study.  Although these data give us valuable insight into the
complexities of the partnerships, it should be acknowledged that partnerships,
like all relationships, are constantly evolving.

LINKAGES WITH OTHERS: A REVIEW OF WORK 
OF THE FIELD 

During the first phase of this study, a thorough literature review of materials
relevant to Head Start partnerships was conducted.  Data sources included the
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Children's Defense Fund, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS, 1998), the Quality in Linking Together Project (Quilt, 1999), the
National Head Start Association (NHSA, 1997), and other sources.  These
materials included previously conducted studies (Brush, Diech, Traylor and
Pindus, 1995. Koppel, 1995), relevant legislation and program instructions
(HHS, 1997), informational reports and handbooks (Children's Defense Fund,
1997), as well as recorded minutes and summaries from national conferences
(Head Start Forum, 1998. Head Start Research Roundtable, 1997).  The pur-
pose of this literature review was to gain a clear understanding of the potential
models for partnering as well as implications of these partnerships.  Addition-
ally, the information was used to create an instrument for this study, one that
comprehensively addressed the wide array of possibilities for and issues
attendant to partnering.

In addition, numerous experts in the field were interviewed about their experi-
ences in working with partnerships to gain more insights before telephone
protocols were formulated.  For example, we conducted informal focus
groups with Connecticut Head Start directors who are involved in partner-
ships to provide full-day, full-year services.  We made contact and met with
the staff from the Education Development Center, the National Child Care
Information Center, and the Community Development Institute.  These
groups are involved in the Quality in Linking Together (QUILT) Project, a
national training and technical assistance initiative funded by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, Administration on Children, Youth and
Families, Child Care and Head Start Bureaus that aims to support early educa-
tion partnerships across the nation.  Its efforts were important in informing
our work.  However, the scope of this study is considerably different.  While
the QUILT project aims to serve as a resource and linking mechanism for
developing partnerships, this study aims at providing an in-depth analysis of
the partnerships.  Moreover, the work of the QUILT project, while timely and
significant, does not explore the policy ramifications of partnering with spe-
cific regard to Head Start. 

Input was also received from the National Head Start Association (NHSA),
about their efforts to promote partnering between Head Start and other com-
munity entities.  NHSA had awarded three sets of challenge grants in 1993,
1994-95, and 1996-97 to foster such partnerships at the time this study com-
menced NHSA was in the process of reviewing that work, which is now
reported in the document Leading the Way to 2000 and Beyond (NHSA,
1998). 

TYPOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

Through this process of extensive information gathering, we found that differ-
ent studies tended to use different typologies of partnering (e.g., Children’s
Defense Fund, The Quilt Project) analyses of the models previously devel-
oped by these organizations, revealed that none precisely fit this study.  In
some cases, the typologies were limited because they were specific to partner-
ships in one state (Oregon Head Start Collaboration Project, 1996).  Others,
because they were developed earlier, did not incorporate the most recent types
of partnerships (Koppel, 1995).  As a result, it was necessary to create a
cogent, timely and comprehensive typology that would suit the analytic needs
of this study.  The following four types of partnerships were selected to frame
this study:
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Type I: Partnerships that used non-Head Start funds to length-
en the Head Start day and year.

Type II: Partnerships that linked with child care or other pro-
grams to provide full-day, full-year comprehensive services to
Head Start-eligible children already enrolled in other pro-
grams.  

Type III: Partnerships that linked with child care or other pro-
grams to provide full-day, full-year comprehensive services to
Head Start-eligible children not already enrolled in other pro-
grams.

Type IV: Partnerships that linked with a family child care pro-
vider or family child care network.

Although specifics of each partnership vary from program to program (e.g.,
financial structure, staffing, location of children), these four types seem to
encompass the majority of Head Start partnership patterns.  It should be noted
that Type I is quite different from the other three.  While Types II, III, and IV
are service/programmatic partnerships, Type I represents purely a financial
partnership.  It should also be noted that some Head Start programs will link
with multiple partners, employing a combination of the partnership types.  

The typology was used for several critical purposes.  First, the myriad of part-
nerships could be analyzed in a coherent and logical fashion.  Second, it pro-
vided a framework for thinking about the various approaches to partnering.
Finally, it guided our site selection so that a range of types could be included
in the study.  (See Appendix A for the typology chart.) 

PROTOCOL DEVELOPMENT

With the information gleaned from the literature review and the aforemen-
tioned conferencing a questionnaire was drafted with which to conduct the
telephone interviews.  This questionnaire was then reviewed by members of
the QUILT Project and refined based on their comments and criticisms.  Four
sites were then selected for field-testing, and this questionnaire was adminis-
tered via telephone interviews with these programs.  

The questionnaire was first refined based on gaps revealed during the tele-
phone field tests.  Ultimately, the telephone protocol was broken into four
separate instruments, each tailored to a different purpose.  A preliminary
screening interview of Head Start programs was used to narrow down the
field of potential candidates, and can be found in Appendix B.  This question-
naire was used to gather basic information such as Head Start grantee type,
partnership type(s), geographic location, demographic profile, duration of the
partnership, hours of operation per day, and weeks of operation per year.  A
second questionnaire, the Multiple Service Delivery Models Questionnaire,
was developed to interview Head Start Directors of the selected programs
(Appendix C).  Finally, a Partner Program Questionnaire (Appendix D) was
written for representatives from the programs that worked in partnership with
Head Start.  Both the Head Start questionnaire and the partner program ques-
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tionnaire covered the following topics: (1) description of partnership, (2)
changes made in center operations, (3) changes in children’s experiences, (4)
changes in program management and support, (5) changes in training and
compensation, 6) impact on programs and communities, (7) finances, and (8)
benefits and future challenges.  The commonality of questions across proto-
cols enabled the investigators to do cross-interviewee verifications.

SITE SELECTION

The process of selecting sites for the final interviews consisted of four differ-
ent phases.  In Phase I, a list was compiled of over 70 Head Start programs
currently involved in partnerships to provide full-day, full-year services.  In
compiling this initial candidate list, information was sought from regional
Head Start officials, representatives from NHSA, Children's Defense Fund
staff, Department of Education staff, Department of Human Services Head
Start and Child Care Division representatives, and members of the QUILT
Project.  The study investigators also consolidated lists of participants in pre-
vious Head Start partnership studies.

In Phase II of the site selection process, this list of 70 programs was narrowed
down to a list of candidates, numbering 33, for preliminary interviewing.
This initial selection was based on several criteria.  First, those programs that
had been extensively interviewed in previous studies were not chosen, in
order to reduce duplication and to inject fresh perspectives and data into the
study.  Second, in those states with a large number of potential candidates,
programs were eliminated to reduce geographic concentration, with the selec-
tion made on the advice of state and regional contacts.  Finally, consideration
was given to the length of time that programs had been involved in providing
full-day, full-year services to ensure a balance of programs that were new and
experienced in providing these services.

In Phase III, representatives from each of these programs were contacted to
administer the preliminary questionnaire.  The purpose of this interview was
to screen candidates based on the types of partnerships being conducted.
Upon the completion of these screening interviews, the list was again nar-
rowed down to a total of 17.  Finally, in Phase IV of the site selection process,
a total of eight programs were selected as the final sites, factoring in geo-
graphic and demographic diversity, age of partnership, as well as service
delivery model type.

INTERVIEW PROCEDURES

Telephone interviews were conducted with representatives from the eight
Head Start programs.  These interviews typically lasted two hours in length
and were conducted with the Head Start directors.  In some cases, the direc-
tors were joined by other knowledgeable staff, such as fiscal managers, pro-
gram managers, or partnership managers.  Following the interviews with the
Head Start representatives, interviews were conducted with partner program
representatives, which were typically one hour in length.  These interviews
served to corroborate the information provided by Head Start respondents, as
well as to lend added insights and information from a different perspective.
In those programs with multiple partnership types, one partner representative
from each type was interviewed.  In those programs with multiple partners but
only one partnership type, up to two partner representatives were interviewed.

Telephone interviews
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TERMINOLOGY

Throughout this report there are terms that may be unclear or may be used in
an unconventional sense.  To clarify these, the following list of terms has been
defined as used for the purposes of this study:

Cost-efficient/cost-effective: Cost to each partner being less than the cost of
providing the same service without a partner.  A partnership will be deemed
cost-efficient or cost-effective if the cost each to Head Start and its partner of
providing the full-day, full-year service is less than if the service were to be
provided by either Head Start or the partner alone.

Cost-sharing: Splitting the cost of any item (e.g., salary, rent, equipment)
between partners.  Entities will engage in cost-sharing if each contributes to
the cost of an item, even if the cost is not split equitably.

Full-day: The length of the typical workday, defined in this study as eight
hours or more.

Full-year: Forty-five weeks per year or more.  A full-year service will operate
through the summer months with typically a total of 2-3 weeks off during the
year for training and/or holidays.

Partnership: Sharing of resources (for example, money, staff, space) between
Head Start and another entity to meet a common goal (full-day, full-year serv-
ices).  This definition provides for the fact that Head Start need not have part-
nered with a child care center or provider for service, but may simply have
partnered with an entity for funding (for example, partnering with DSS to
access state child care dollars).
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SECTION IV – ARKANSAS: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

Child Development, Inc. in Arkansas was selected for the study because it
clearly typified a Type I Partnership, that is a partnership whose goal was to
seamlessly link services, classrooms, and pedagogy while using funds from
different sources.  Further, the Child Development, Inc. partnership has been
seasoned over decades so it represents a fully- developed approach to this
type of partnership, one that also includes a Migrant Head Start.  As a repre-
sentative of a rural program that scans 13 counties, Child Development, Inc.
provides insight into the special challenges associated with forging effective
collaborations across geographically unconnected areas.  

CONTEXT

Arkansas, a poor and rural state, has sought to do well by its children.  The
presence of President Clinton, and the First Lady in positions of leadership
brought a spotlight to children in the mid-80s, well before children were
treated seriously on the policy agenda.  Arkansas did invest in programs for
young children, including home-based efforts.  However, despite the rhetoric
and the external appearance of robust public support, services to children in
Arkansas were actually quite limited in quality and quantity, particularly
when compared to other states.  While some business, community, and corpo-
rate interest had evolved, it was not strong or sustained.  Programs for chil-
dren in Arkansas, like so many other states, were fragmented, uncoordinated,
and often subject to budget adjustments or cutbacks.

Relationships among the early childhood community were little different in
Arkansas than in most states.  Providers dutifully attended to programmatic
requirements.  Collaboration was loudly touted, but infrequently enacted.
Head Start was not accorded respect as a full-fledged educational effort and
child care was regarded as primarily custodial.  Unlike other states, where the
early childhood patina is colored by confrontational relationships, in
Arkansas—perhaps due to its rural nature—little acrimony and cherished
independence characterized past relationships in the early childhood commu-
nity.  There is an active Head Start Collaboration Project that is housed within
the State Head Start Association and has good connections with various state
agencies.

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

Serving over 2,400 children annually, Child Development, Inc. is the largest
provider of comprehensive early care and education services to children and
families in Arkansas.  It serves over 1200 Head Start, and Early Head Start
children (ages 0-5) in a 13 county area, using both regional and Migrant Head
Start funds.  It also serves as the recipient of the child care voucher dollars
from the State Department of Human Services.  The program sponsors 500
children and parents in the HIPPY program, formerly boasted an Even Start
effort, is a part of Early Head Start, and serves over 200 children through the
state-funded Arkansas Better Chance (ABC).  It is a sponsoring agency for the
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USDA Child Care and Adult Feeding program and links with seven different
Arkansas Education Cooperatives to deliver services to children with disabili-
ties.  It has participated in the Head Start Family Child Care Research and
Demonstration effort, and served as one of 12 sites for the Starting Early
Starting Smart research project.  The program has strong linkages with the
public schools through written transition agreements with 44 school districts.
In short, Child Development, Inc. has a large, diverse, complex set of partner-
ships that provides a rich array of early childhood education services.

While difficult to summarize this diverse and complex entity, it might be best
understood in two ways: (a) the front room (programmatic) approaches; and
(b) the back room (administrative) approaches.

Front Room Approaches

Like the visitor to one’s home, what one sees may not reflect the complex
arrangements that function behind the scenes.  The front room of Child
Development, Inc. looks like a well-greased program, with all the gears in
synch.  Teachers serve children and families in 27 sites, with most offering the
combination of Head Start and child care.  Each site has the services of a
cadre of support staff, including nurses, social workers, and other individuals
who provide and access on-going technical assistance. Families receive sup-
port services according to their need. Head Start families receive home visits,
but the core program (the education, parent involvement, nutrition, and health
programs) is available to all children.  Typically, programs open at 5AM and
close at 6 PM.  All centers meet the Head Start Performance Standards and
most have received National Association for the Education of Young Children
(NAEYC) accreditation.

Back Room Approaches

Behind this meticulous service exterior exists a complex set of administrative
and business arrangements that allow the various programs to function as
though they were a single entity, funded by a single source.  In actuality, both
Head Start and child care funds are used in most sites.  A typical pattern might
be that the Head Start dollars are used to fund staff for eight hours per day,
while the remaining hours are supported by child care funds.  The Head Start
children pay nothing.  Children who are marginally above the income guide-
lines pay a graduated fee, one that is typically subsidized by state vouchers.
Additional funds to support the operations come from the Child Care and
Development Block grant.  While there is no programmatic difference in the
services offered to all, the fee-paying children and families are charged for
services.  To the children, however, there is no distinction between who is a
Head Start and who is a partially or fully-subsidized child.  In short, the
model is a full integration of Head Start and other children so that all the pro-
grams are full-day and all serve both Head Start and child care children, with
little differentiation among them for programmatic purposes.  Distinctions
among the funding sources used to support the children are known to staff and
to administrators only.

. . .it might be best
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Issues That Affected the Choice of Partners 

In 1986, Child Development, Inc. spun off from the Community Action
Agency to form its own agency.  At that time, the leadership of Child Devel-
opment, Inc. saw the need for one-stop, full-day (8 to 10 hour) child care.  As
a result, the Child Development, Inc. group began with a commitment to full-
day, full-year services over a decade ago.  Program leaders attribute the move
to full-day child care more to the child care movement than to the Head Start
push for partnership, which was considerably more recent.  Whatever the
impetus, Child Development, Inc.'s full-day partnership with child care pre-
ceded, and was ground-breaking, for others interested in linking Head Start
and child care dollars.

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

With the advent of the Head Start expansion dollars, 51 new slots became
available.  These dollars were used to extend the partnership model that had
already been established so that more children were able to be included in the
full-day program. Although the funds were used to open several new full-day
centers, there were insufficient funds to meet the huge demand for the pro-
gram. Therefore, the funds were additive as they supported an increase in the
number of children served, rather than accelerative, which could have altered
the nature of the relationships between Head Start and child care; this had
already been established. 

Children’s Experiences 

Fundamentally, the nature of the children’s experiences was not altered as a
result of the Head Start dollars.  Child Development, Inc. always provided
high quality services to its children and families, yet in recent years, impor-
tant programmatic improvements have been made. These include the addition
of a special curriculum coordinator.  The programs have adopted the Creative
Curriculum along with a Reggio Emilia approach.  Each center has a studio
model where the children’s development is nurtured.  In some cases, new
playgrounds and new equipment have been added to the programs. There was
also a renewed emphasis on the arts and music.  When Head Start dollars are
used for these or other pedagogical purposes, all children –not just Head Start
children—benefit.  All children use the materials and equipment.  Some sup-
port for these changes came from the community who became even more
interested in the program as these approaches were made available to all chil-
dren. 

Perhaps the greatest change came in the form of Early Head Start, because
until that point infants and toddlers were not as frequently served as pre-
school aged children. Much in demand, Early Head Start funds were used to
lengthen the day and to provide  enhanced training for all staff. All training
was designed and negotiated to carry college credit.  
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Family Partnerships

Most of the parents served by the Child Development, Inc. constellation of
programs are working. As a result, services to families have been developed
to accommodate their needs and schedules.  Parent programs are offered on
parents' days off.  Because the program has "grown up" with the majority of
the parents being employed outside the home, these strategies are not new.
What is new is a sense that parent involvement can take very different forms
depending on family needs, and that much successful parent involvement
may not take place in the centers in formal organized ways.  Important events
can take place in the children’s homes, with families concentrating their
efforts on enhancing the educational potential of their own children.  The pro-
gram has also considered inventive ways of including family members, as
opposed to parents only, in the family engagement component of the program.
The program has also developed individualized parent plans that guide staff-
family interactions.  In addition, the program holds four parent conferences
per year, and provides two additional home visits for Head Start families.  In
short, there is strong commitment to keeping in close touch with the families,
using whatever means are appropriate to families’ life circumstances.

Program Management and Support

Although Head Start expansion dollars fund a very small percentage of the
program, they have enabled the addition of centralized staff and have helped
to bolster the home visiting portion for the program for Head Start families.
Despite these changes, the management of the enterprise is extremely com-
plex, necessitating the addition of top-notch fiscal managers.  Some of the
new Head Start dollars were used to support such positions, although the total
cost for administration remains at 12% of the budget, well below the 15%
allowed by Head Start.  In addition, new dollars have been used to strengthen
the training unit so that all staff have access to better training and support. 

Training and Compensation

One of the most exciting aspects of this program is the attention accorded to
staff development.  Currently, there are over 30 staff people who provide
training and support to the field staff.  These services are provided to all staff
regardless of funding source.  In addition, there are many opportunities for
staff to attend training where they can work cooperatively to improve peda-
gogy and practice.  These experiences provide rich opportunities for career
development.  All Head Start, Early Head Start, and migrant teachers have a
degree or are taking college courses under well-designed plans enabling all
teachers at Child Development, Inc. to meet the 2003 mandate that requires at
least half of all Head Start staff teachers to have an AA degree in early child-
hood education or its equivalent.  Salary increments are currently in place for
teachers who meet degree requirements.

With regard to compensation, there is a differential between the salary of
Head Start teachers and others, with the Head Start teachers receiving higher
salaries.  Though all staff receive the same benefits (and these are consider-
ably better than benefit packages offered in other agencies in the community),
the compensation differential does act as an incentive for staff desiring to
switch over to Head Start classes.  As a result, the Head Start teaching staff
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tend to be slightly better educated, a reality that will expand as the new
requirements for Head Start staff are enacted.  It should be noted that  provi-
sion of health benefits, along with a coterie of other benefits makes Child
Development, Inc. an attractive place to work.      

Governance

The Child Development, Inc. Board is made up of 24 members, including
county- elected officials from all 13 counties, bankers, educators, business
and corporate members, health professionals and the chairperson of the Head
Start Policy Council. Child Development, Inc. has one overall Policy Council,
which consists of a representative from each center, from the county home-
based-program, and from the Early Head Start program.  An attorney chairs
the Governing Board. The Governing Board Executive Committee meets
monthly, and the Full Governing Board meets quarterly. The Head Start Pol-
icy Council follows a similar meeting schedule of monthly Executive Com-
mittee meetings, and quarterly council meetings.  Child Development, Inc.'s
governance has not changed in any way, as a result of the partnership. In fact,
the support and collaborative nature of the Governing Board has provided a
foundation for Child Development, Inc.'s successful partnership.

Accountability

All classes meet the Revised Head Start Performance Standards and are given
supports such as materials and in-service training that enabled them to per-
form accordingly.  All receive materials and in-service support.   The entire
program is audited annually by a well-respected auditing firm, and has never
had an audit exception.

Finances

Head Start children do not pay for services.  Other children do pay for
services on a sliding-fee basis. Those who pay for services do so prior to serv-
ice delivery and sign an agreement regarding the amount and timing of pay-
ment.  Fees are collected at the local center on Monday mornings and there
have been no problems with this policy.  Having written agreements and clear
timelines for payment reduces tension in the program.

As noted above, dollars from a variety of funding sources are combined with
the funding source being nearly transparent to the families.  The per child cost
of this Head Start Program is lower than the national average, a fact that the
staff attribute to the effective management of multiple funding streams.  This
low Head Start per child cost is also problematic because more dollars are
needed for the Head Start children.  Moreover, it takes a great deal of admin-
istrative knowledge to keep the funding streams balanced and maintain a
healthy cash flow.  The program is financially sound, but maintaining that sta-
tus is not without its challenges.  Staff note that they "shake every bone and
rattle every bush" for dollars. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on Head Start Program

Many direct and indirect benefits from the partnership efforts have accrued to
the Head Start Program.  More than ever before, there is increased support for
Head Start, with the entire community having a new knowledge of, and
respect for, Head Start.  For the families, benefits have also been extensive.
First, there are longer hours of service provided for the Head Start families, a
much-needed service as many are going back to work as a result of welfare
reform.  Second, there have been important quality improvements, both in the
nature of the classroom and support services.  Finally, there have been consid-
erable benefits to the staff because the quantity and quality of technical assis-
tance has been dramatically improved.
Impact on Head Start Fiscal Operation

Partnering with other programs that have multiple funding sources has
enabled Child Development, Inc. to lower the per child cost of its Head Start
program.  Sharing operational overhead costs such as rent and utilities, has
resulted in the utilization of funds to improve overall program quality.  Pro-
gram improvements, such as purchasing multicultural materials, playground
renovations and parent training resources, have been funded by this additional
money.  Child Development, Inc. also received specialized contracts through
the state Child Care and Development Block Grant. Additional funding was
also gained from the local United Way organization.

Impact on Partner Programs

The impact of the partnership effort has been profound in several ways.  First, 
programs now perceive Head Start as far more supportive, understanding, and
collaborative.  Second, while the fact that Child Development, Inc. can offer
better benefits and salaries could have been a sore point with community pro-
grams, this is now regarded as a benchmark.  Other programs can aspire to
this goal and they can offer the Child Development, Inc. accomplishment as a
rationale for change within their own programs. The partner programs indi-
cate that they benefit from the partnership in terms of training.  Relationships
with the schools are improving as programs for pre-kindergarten-age children
are being recognized as vitally important. 

Impact on the Early Childhood Community

Perhaps the most important benefit of the partnership effort has been
the increased respect for Head Start among the early childhood community.  It
was noted that the federal impetus for collaboration hastened Head Start’s
linkage with community-based efforts.  Head Start now is being perceived as
far more open, and more of a "community player."  The federal mandate also
impacted the state and the way in which it fostered collaboration. This
appears to have resulted in more quality in all programs, not simply those
funded through Child Development, Inc.  There also is much better coordina-
tion of services within the community.     

From the perspective of those "outside" the program, Child Development,
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Inc. has been instrumental in altering the notion of inventiveness and quality.
The agency is looked to as a leader in the state, with its personnel always
being considered "visionary," willing and able to try out new ideas.  It has set
high standards and often served as a model for other early care and education
programs in the state. 

FUTURE CHALLENGES

Child Development, Inc. while accomplishing a great deal notes the following
future challenges.  There is a grave need to serve infants and toddlers; which
represents a largely under-served population in their service area.  Beyond
simply serving more infants and toddlers, program personnel indicate there is
also a need to rethink some of the Early Head Start components, to ensure a
broader array of services to pregnant women.  

Although the partnership has truly made significant strides in its linkages with
community, these could be improved if Head Start were better understood,
and if Head Start’s isolation were decreased.  The program still suffers from
many of the ills that plague the entire early childhood profession; including
high turnover because people leave the field to seek more lucrative employ-
ment.  Inventive ways to boost compensation must be found, even in this
comparatively well-salaried and well-benefited program. 

An additional challenge that Child Development, Inc. identifies is that there
are less opportunities for low-income families to secure vouchers that enable
them to access much needed child care services.  The increase in demand has
revealed that the current state allocation of vouchers is insufficient, resulting
in long waiting lists of families wanting access to programs of high quality,
such as Child Development, Inc. 
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SECTION V - CALIFORNIA: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

This California Head Start program was selected for inclusion in this study
because it represents a program employing Type I and Type IV partnerships:
Expanding the Head Start classroom day and contracting with family child
care providers to provide full-day, full-year services, is a blend of delivery
models not commonly seen.  As well, its selection lends west coast represen-
tation in the study.

CONTEXT

It is an exciting time for early care and education in California, with many
recent legislative efforts having resulted in improvements to the system as
well as attention to the field.  Today, California provides extensive funding for
half- and full-day child development services, and is one of the nation's lead-
ers in subsidized child care.  It directly contracts with child care providers to
support the care of low-income children for the full day.  The state also pro-
vides half-day early childhood care and education to low-income children
through its state preschool program, one of the oldest and most well-estab-
lished in the nation.  For both programs, California has instituted strict quality
standards similar to those for Head Start including nutrition, parent involve-
ment, social, and health services referral.  California was also one of the first
states to adopt a family support program for school-age parents (National
Center for Children in Poverty, 1998).  

The passage of  Proposition 10 in 1998 was a landmark event that created the
Children and Families First Commission to serve as the primary state-level
body for establishing comprehensive early childhood development programs.
The legislation also created county commissions, charged with developing
strategic plans for use of the funding, as well as a trust fund which was raised
through a $.50 per pack tax on cigarettes.  This trust fund was estimated to
generate new revenues of $400 million in 1998-1999 and $750 million annu-
ally thereafter (Attorney General, unknown).  This groundbreaking legislation
was motivated in large part through the efforts of Rob Reiner, who founded
the I Am Your Child Campaign, and who is now the Children and Families
First Commission Chairman.  Using his celebrity status, Reiner helped raise
awareness of, and interest in, early childhood development through consoli-
dating efforts of state as well as national early childhood organizations, and
fostering new attention from within the political, business, and celebrity cir-
cles.  

These legislative efforts both to expand the care of low-income children and
to improve child care standards in general have been timely in California, and
have coincided with this Head Start program's initiative to partner to provide
full-day, full-year services for children.  Generally, the early care and educa-
tion community in California has had limited interaction with Head Start pro-
grams.  The two have been largely dichotomized, with many child care
providers knowing little about Head Start and its goals.  As a result, when
Head Start first embarked on its partnerships, it was regarded with suspicion
by those in the child care community who were unfamiliar with Head Start's
services.  Up until then, many child care providers perceived Head Start's
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efforts as attempts to appropriate child care children from traditional child
care providers.  The aforementioned legislative efforts, however, helped alle-
viate these concerns by fostering communication and linkages within the
early care and education community at both the state and local levels.

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

The MAAC Head Start program began providing full-day, full-year services
as a demonstration project in 1992 by contracting with eight family child care
providers.  Six were pre-existing providers and two were newly recruited.  Of
those children being served by the six experienced providers, approximately
30-33 were previously Head Start-eligible children.  When the pilot project
began, these providers were contracted to serve Head Start-eligible children
and were held responsible for adopting all Head Start Performance Standards.
The demonstration project was a success, so that after it ended in 1996, Head
Start continued to partner with the family child care homes.  During that same
year, in order to provide parents with greater options for full-day, full-year
services, Head Start began extending its center-based operations by convert-
ing one Head Start classroom into a full-day, full-year program to serve 8
children.  For this classroom-based program, Head Start used federal Head
Start expansion funds.  As such, it does not fully meet our criteria for a Type I
program, but we have nevertheless included it as a modified Type I program
that provides an interesting contrast to the Type IV partnership.

Today, the Head Start program continues to use both Type I and Type IV part-
nerships.  It operates three full-day Head Start classrooms serving a total of
108 children in the classroom setting, and contracts with 16 family child care
providers serving a total of 98 Head Start children in home settings.  In total,
206 children receive full-day, full-year services from Head Start when, prior
to 1992, no full-day, full-year slots were available.  It is anticipated that the
number of family child care providers will increase to 20 in the near future.
Both the Type I and Type IV partnerships operate for at least 10 hours a day,
with the Type IV partnerships often operating longer, and some operating on
weekends.

In the Type IV partnerships with the family child care homes, Head Start has
adopted a minimal regulatory approach because of rigid guidelines within
federal subcontracting laws.  The providers are regarded as businesses con-
tracted to provide a service and as such are responsible for meeting the terms
of that contract (i.e., Performance Standards).  Thus, this partnership resem-
bles more of a delegate agency model than an equal partnership.  Head Start
provides $130 per child per week rate for those providers who care for infants
and toddlers and $104.11 per child per week for those providers only serving
preschool-age children.  Currently, four of the 16 providers serve exclusively
infants and toddlers, while three serve a combination of children.  The
remaining nine serve strictly preschool-age children.  Providers no longer
serve strictly Head Start children, as they did when first contracted, because
subcontracting laws prohibited Head Start from mandating that the family
child care homes exclude non-Head Start children.  

For both its family
child care partnership
and its full-day class-
rooms, Head Start has
had to make changes
to its eligibility crite-
ria.
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Issues that Affected the Selection of Partners

The rationale behind employing these two different service delivery models
was twofold.  First, partnering with family child care providers presented a
very cost-effective way of delivering services.  Not only did this model elimi-
nate the necessity to acquire new facilities, but family child care homes them-
selves had no overhead costs and would require less money per child from
Head Start.  Alternatively, providing full-day, full-year services in the Head
Start centers themselves satisfied the desires of some parents to have their
children in classroom settings, as opposed to home settings.

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

Operationally, the Type I and Type IV partnerships are very distinct from one
another and are regarded as separate programs by Head Start.  As anticipated,
the types of changes engendered by partnership Type I were quite different
from those brought about by the Type IV partnership.  For both types, how-
ever, the increased hours of operation have necessitated certain changes in
staff scheduling.  On balance, Head Start has not had to make many other
changes in its basic operations in response to the Type IV partnership because
the family child care providers are held responsible for all day-to-day opera-
tions.  

For its full-day classrooms, however, Head Start needed to make a series of
adjustments in its day-to-day operations.  Head Start full-day classrooms have
installed alarm systems, different lighting, and secure locks on doors.  Train-
ing has been held  on how to deal with difficult situations, including dealing
with parents showing up at the center inebrated in the evenings.  Head Start
has also begun to hire professional cleaners instead of relying on parent vol-
unteers, in part due to the decreased availability of many parents, many of
whom are either working or in school.  Because of the additional meals
required for a longer day, as well as the additional summer food service, the
food service has been expanded.  This has been challenging as many food
service staff only wish to work a ten month year.  To save time and expense,
Head Start has also installed washers and dryers for cleaning bedding, and
dishwashers to reduce paper goods usage.  As a result the additional costs to
Head Start of operating a full-day, full-year classroom have been much
greater than that of the family child care component.

For both its family child care partnership and its full-day classrooms, Head
Start has had to make changes to its eligibility criteria.  With the start of the
demonstration project, the Policy Council decided that parents must show
documentation of employment, schooling, or training on a monthly basis in
the form of pay stubs and class schedules, among others.  If they cease
employment, schooling, or training, parents are given 60 days to reinstate
their status.  If they do not, their child or children are moved to a half-day
schedule.  These criteria hold for both the classrooms and the family child
care homes.

As with many of the other
Head Start programs
involved in this study,
parent involvement has
been difficult to maintain.
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Children's Experiences

Several changes in the children's experiences have taken place now that the
children remain in a Head Start setting for the full day.  In the full-day Head
Start classrooms, in comparison with part-day classrooms, children arrive ear-
lier and stay up to 10 hours.  The extended length of the day necessitates
added meals and snacks for the children as well as afternoon napping.  Both
the Head Start classrooms and the family child care homes provide full-day
children with additional enrichment activities, such as field trips in part to
allay boredom and in part because there is now available time for such trips.
Expansion to full day has worked well for the Head Start classroom in terms
of its curriculum.  All Head Start classrooms, both part-day and full-day, use
the High Scope curriculum, although Head Start program directors have
found that the High Scope curriculum is more appropriate for and can be bet-
ter utilized, in a full-day, full-year setting.

The greatest changes in children's experiences have taken place in the family
child care homes.  Most family child care homes did not have consistently
designed educational, social, intellectual or health experiences prior to part-
nering with Head Start.   Now, the children's schedules are more structured
and consist of developmentally appropriate activities. While Head Start can-
not mandate a specific curriculum because of subcontracting laws, many
homes do use the High Scope curriculum and receive guidance as to other
appropriate curricula. 

Although Head Start has not had to make any changes in its classrooms to
provide health and social services, it has had to make adjustments for the fam-
ily child care homes.  Family child care providers have had difficulty in meet-
ing these Revised Performance Standards and Head Start has worked much
more closely with the providers by offering taxi vouchers or other transporta-
tion methods so that children do receive health services.  Head Start has also
had to develop new administrative policies for handling children in the homes
who have medical or other problems needing treatment.

Family Partnerships

As with many of the other Head Start programs involved in this study, parent
involvement has been difficult to maintain.  Family members are less avail-
able to participate in volunteer activities or to meet with teachers, because
they are now working or receiving training.  It is interesting to note, however,
that family partnerships in family child care homes have been more success-
ful than in the full-day centers, perhaps because of the smaller and more per-
sonal setting of the home.  Some respondents speculated that the setting may
help parents feel more comfortable, and may encourage parents to interact
with other parents and with the provider when picking children up at the end
of the day.  

As a result of the difficulties of engaging parents, Head Start has had to move
center meetings to evenings and Saturdays (half-day centers still have parent
involvement meetings during the day).  Parents of Head Start children in the
family child care homes are also invited to attend these meetings.  In the
future, Head Start anticipates providing even more weekend and evening
events.  However, it is speculated that some parents may not attend these
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events because they are simply too tired after a day’s or week's work or
schooling.  If Head Start encounters this problem, it will have to try more
innovative strategies for keeping parents engaged.

Program Management and Support

Significant changes have been made in program management and support
both in front-line staff and behind the scenes.  In the first full-day, full-year
classroom, the staffing pattern was not changed from the part-day classroom
staffing pattern of one teacher and one co-teacher.  Having realized that a full-
day classroom needs more support than a part-day classroom, when Head
Start opened two new full-day classrooms, the staffing pattern was changed to
consist of one lead teacher and two assistants.  Head Start also provides
stipends for parent interns who train with the family child care providers to
become providers themselves.

Additional changes have been made to supervisory roles, attributable in part
to Head Start's expansion to provide full-day, full-year services.  Each site no
longer has its own site supervisor, as was previously the case.  Smaller, one-
classroom sites have been grouped together and are managed by one "area"
supervisor.  Within these sites, Head Start has created new "site lead teachers"
who take on the responsibilities of teaching as well as supervising.  Larger,
multiple-classroom sites still have individual site supervisors.  The decision to
change to this staffing pattern was made based on the recommendations of
consultants.  

Behind the scenes, many adjustments have taken place to accommodate Head
Start's partnering for full-day, full-year services.  Head Start has had to hire
additional facilities maintenance staff and an administrative assistant.  Opera-
tions and transportation duties, previously handled by one staff member, have
been split into two jobs.  In the central Head Start office, managerial duties
have become much more specialized.  Previously, program manager responsi-
bilities were divided along geographic lines.  Now, there are separate man-
agers for the family child care partnerships, the full-day, full-year classrooms,
and the part-day classrooms.  This specialization has worked well for Head
Start because managers can now devote special attention to addressing those
issues that are unique to each service delivery type.

Administratively, Head Start consolidated forms to reduce duplication and
has repeatedly revised its operations manual to clarify those procedures and
policies specific to the full-day, full-year classrooms and homes.  Having
found that part-day classroom staff do not necessarily transition well to the
full-day setting, Head Start has instituted a more rigorous application proce-
dure for full-day employees.

Training and Compensation

As with many other aspects of the program, training and compensation differ
between the classrooms and the child care homes.  During the first week of
July, Head Start provides a pre-service training for all full-day, full-year class-
room staff.  Head Start also holds mini-trainings throughout the year.  Those
trainings that are not required for classroom staff by Head Start Performance
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Standards are considered voluntary.  Even those trainings that are mandatory
for classroom staff cannot be required of family child care providers, because
they are not employees.  Work schedules for family child care providers often
conflict, making their participation difficult.  

Head Start also provides career development opportunities for all staff and for
all providers, including family child care providers.  Specifically, all who
work with children are encouraged to obtain CDA training as well as a state
child development permit.  Staff salaries and fringe benefits have not changed
as a result of providing full-day, full-year services, nor do they increase with
credentialing.

Governance

Governance functions, and the way the governing bodies envision their
purview, have remained relatively unchanged.  Each year at least one family
child care Head Start parent has been invited to be on the Policy Council so
that the needs of these parents are properly represented.  Non-Head Start par-
ents of the family child care homes, however, do not attend these meetings.
Interestingly, the program does note that its governing bodies are now work-
ing more effectively because of the additional skills that parents have learned
in the workforce or in their training and are bringing to the council.  Although
this impact is not directly attributable to the partnerships, the availability of
full-day, full-year services has allowed these parents to acquire additional
skills through work or training, and the Policy Council has benefited as an
indirect result.

Accountability

Although self-assessment strategies are employed to ensure adherence to the
Revised Performance Standards in the classrooms, subcontracting laws limit
the degree of assessment that can take place in the family child care homes.
As such, Head Start provides support and technical assistance visits on a regu-
lar basis for the family child care homes.  Enforcing the Revised Performance
Standards in the homes has been difficult, particularly with the influx of non-
Head Start children.  There are concerns that the demands of providing Head
Start services will further deter providers from serving Head Start children.
These concerns are exacerbated by the anticipated ACF standards for Head
Start family child care providers, a group that has hitherto gone largely unreg-
ulated.

Finances

Head Start has been able to fund its full-day, full-year classrooms by access-
ing federal expansion funds.  For its family child care providers, the program
provides a set budget that is to cover all the services provided.  Head Start
cannot and does not cost-share either staff or services with its family child
care providers because of their non-employee status. The significant increases
that Head Start has experienced in its federal Head Start dollars have been
sufficient to cover the costs of both its Type I and Type IV models.  There is
no fee collection from Head Start parents in either setting.

Perhaps more impor-
tant is the reality that
the program was able
to access these funds
because of its increased
linkages with various
community partners. 
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With regard to fiscal accountability, Head Start has had to make some changes
at the administrative level in its methods of reporting in order to meet IRS
regulations for the subcontracted providers.  It has also had to make minor
revisions in its accountability system because of issues that arose as a result of
partnering.  For instance, it has had to do much more work to  determine the
value of in-kind goods and services, such as the rental rate of a family child
care home.  Head Start is also currently in the process of developing a sepa-
rate reporting system for its different components (i.e., family child care, full-
day classrooms, part-day classrooms) to break out costs associated with each
program.  One result of this new reporting system, is that staff now use multi-
ple time sheets in cases where, for instance, a staff member works with the
family child care providers as well as with Head Start classrooms.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on Head Start Program

The impact of partnering to provide full-day, full-year services on the Head
Start program has been significant.  Within a six-year period, Head Start grew
to serve over 200 children in a full-day, full-year setting.  It has had to juggle
its management, programmatic, fiscal, and administrative functions to accom-
modate these changes.  While these changes have been demanding, Head
Start's partnerships have proven extremely beneficial in increasing the famil-
iarity of Head Start within the community.  This increased visibility has been
instrumental in fostering linkages with community agencies such as the
Department of Social Services, the YMCA, a child care association, resource
and referral agencies, Calworks, and county child care associations, just to
name a few.  The county child care association, for example, has linked with
Head Start and provided resources for recruiting family child care providers
in exchange for use of Head Start facilities.

The Head Start partnerships have also alleviated many pre-existing tensions
or suspicions about Head Start among these organizations, and have promoted
a much clearer image of Head Start's purpose.  Although there was suspicion
on the part of providers that Head Start would be "taking away" child care
children when the Type IV program first began in 1992, the success of these
partnerships has promoted a greater willingness to collaborate to meet the
needs of children and families.  Moreover, recent legislation to institute
higher quality standards (e.g., nutrition requirements, parent involvement,
social service referrals) for all child care entities has served to narrow the gap
between Head Start and child care standards, facilitating an enhanced mutual
respect and understanding between the two.

The increased work responsibilities generated by Head Start's expansion have
provided staff with previously unavailable opportunities for full-time and
year-round work, promotion to higher positions, and more avenues for career
development.  Particularly important is the availability of full-time, all-year
employment, an opportunity not historically associated with Head Start.

Impact on Head Start Fiscally

Consistent with other aspects of partnering, the financial impacts of providing
full-day, full-year services differ between the family child care option and the
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classroom option.  In the classroom, the per-child per-year cost for full-day
children is $8,062, greater than the $6,276 per-child per-year cost for half-day
Head Start classroom children.  The per-child per-year cost for children in the
child care homes, on the other hand, is less than that for half-day Head Start
classroom children at $5,840.  This differential can be explained by the fact
that Head Start has needed to hire more front-line staff, and had to make a
number of improvements to its classroom facilities in order to run its full-day
classrooms.  With its family child care homes, however, it is not responsible
for the direct management of the programs and thus has saved significant dol-
lars as a result.  In turn this has offset the costs incurred by running the full-
day classrooms. 

In order to support its full-day, full-year operations, Head Start has tapped
into the federal Head Start expansion funds, which increased from $56,000 to
$383,000 between 1992 and 1996.  Perhaps more important is the reality that
the program was able to access these funds because of its increased linkages
with various community partners.  From non-governmental sources, Head
Start has received funds from philanthropic organizations, cities, the Rotary
Club, Kiwanis, as well as private individuals.  These funds have totaled about
$10,000-12,000 per year.  Although these funds are not significant in relation
to the overall Head Start budget, they do indicate a growth in intra-commu-
nity linkages.

Impact on Partner Programs

Partnering with Head Start has conferred upon its family child care partners
added benefits as well.  Although providers receive less money per child from
Head Start than they would from the state, many indicate that the resources
that Head Start offers compensate for any financial deficit.  By tapping into
these resources, several of the providers have become accredited, and all have
received opportunities to participate in Head Start trainings and workshops.
Providers have also been able to link with one another through Head Start, not
only to share ideas and experiences, but  to form cooperative groups, such as
buying clubs and insurance pools.  Despite the fact that Head Start has felt
tied in its ability to oversee the family child care programs, the providers
themselves feel that Head Start staff have been very innovative and flexible in
working around rigid subcontracting laws and have made themselves avail-
able should providers need additional assistance.

Impact on Early Care and Education Community

The greatest impacts of the partnerships have accrued to the community.
Head Start has not only been able to serve more children and families but has
also been able to provide a previously unavailable service: Full-day, full-year
Head Start.  It has also been able to offer a variety of settings in which parents
may place their children.  The family child care option was not previously
available in Head Start, although many parents had expressed their desire for
this option.  Moreover, through partnering with other early childhood entities,
Head Start has made available many of its unique resources to non-Head Start
children and families.  In all cases, non-Head Start children are receiving the
educational services that may not be available in other child care settings and,
in most cases, they are receiving some comprehensive services as well.  In
addition, there have been numerous cases where family child care providers
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have been able to use their knowledge of Head Start resources to provide
assistance to non-Head Start  parents.

Future Challenges

As successful as the partnerships have been, they face many future chal-
lenges, particularly with regard to the family child care homes.  The biggest
challenge for this program comes from both the federal government and the
IRS.  Head Start chose to contract (rather than partner) with family child care
because it felt that it would be impossible to partner while still operating
within federal Head Start guidelines.  As a result of this decision, however,
Head Start has had to make many adjustments (e.g., introducing non-Head
Start children into the homes, adjusting fiscal accounting methods) to main-
tain compliance with the state's strict subcontracting laws.  Indeed, overcom-
ing hurdles presented by these laws have largely characterized Head Start's
partnerships with its family child care homes.  As such, the development of
Head Start family child care Performance Standards raises the issue of
whether Head Start can maintain the family child care partnerships as a viable
service delivery model while adhering to both the Performance Standards and
the subcontracting laws.  Having taken this issue into consideration, Head
Start may add another partnership model, Type III, in which children would
be transported to child care before and after the Head Start day.  Head Start
would have greater control over the delivery of comprehensive services,
which they have not had in their partnerships with family child care homes.
However, this option of transporting children from one child care service to
another could compromise the continuity of care and services that children
and families receive.

Although the family child care partnerships have led to cost savings for Head
Start, a closer look should be taken at the quality of service. Quality of care is
particularly important as the program continues to gain new partners and
serve more children.  As has been seen, there are potential problems associ-
ated with subcontracting out the entire program (as opposed to just the child
care portion or the comprehensive services portion) to another provider.  And
although Head Start has, to date, been able to implement successfully the full-
day, full-year program while maintaining quality standards, the inability of
Head Start to maintain direct control over the program could prove to be a
future problem.  Head Start has acknowledged this possibility, and, to meet
the priority of high-quality care, it hopes to engage more support staff and
more competent administrative staff predicated, on accessing new monies.

In sum, this Head Start program is a good example of one using innovative
and creative strategies within a series of constraints, to meet the goal of pro-
viding full-day, full-year services to its children and families.  Its staff are
constantly seeking new ways to better their partnerships with an entrepreneur-
ial mindset that should serve as a model for any developing partnership.  It is
constantly seeking input from its partners, its front-line staff, and its managers
as to how the program might be improved.  The partnerships have brought
about significant changes both within and outside the Head Start program.
The road has not always been smooth, and the road ahead will be equally as
challenging.  The overall picture is positive, however, because the Head Start
program is always open to trying new ideas and to challenging itself.

30



SECTION VI  – COLORADO: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

The Tri-County Head Start Program was selected for inclusion in the study
because it was recommended as being one of the most outstanding examples
of partnerships between Head Start and child care that crosses counties, and
that blends several different types of partnerships into a single program.  The
Tri-County Head Start Program represents all partnership types identified in
this study. Its location, including Montezuma, La Plata, and Archuleta coun-
ties in southwestern Colorado makes it a good example of a quasi-rural set of
partnerships.  Because the counties are at different developmental stages with
regard to their partnerships, the site was analytically intriguing.  Further, Tri-
County Head Start’s location in Colorado, a hallmark state that has con-
tributed a great deal toward early care and education, makes this a very inter-
esting site that combines significant federal, state, and pass-through dollars
(National Center for Children in Poverty, 1998).  

CONTEXT

Colorado is a unique state in which to raise young children and in which to
operate programs for them.  The leadership of former governor and first lady,
Roy and Bea Romer, has been noted throughout the nation as exemplary for
young children.  Many new initiatives (for example, First Impressions, Col-
orado Pre-school, Family Centers and Bright Beginnings) have been
launched, and a community spirit for children exists.  The Colorado Chil-
dren’s Movement is a huge, well-organized advocacy movement that has sup-
ported the growth of early childhood programming in the state.  It should be
noted that Colorado also has a strong conservative strain, with Colorado
Springs being home to many religious right organizations.  Despite the some-
times contentious nature of legislative efforts, programs for children and fam-
ilies have thrived in Colorado, as in no other state in the nation. In 1997, the
Colorado General Assembly established the Consolidated Child Care Pilot
designed to help local communities partner with each other with the goal of
providing full-day, full-year child care services in response to welfare reform.
Although there was no funding attached to this legislation, the pilot commu-
nities selected for participation in this program could request waivers to
remove any barriers they felt prevented them from meeting the goals of qual-
ity and comprehensive full-day, full-year care and education.

The southwestern part of Colorado that is covered by the three counties has
undergone massive changes in the last twenty years.  Originally a mining and
farming center, the economic landscape has been converted to accommodate
an onslaught of tourists and the tourist industry.  The tri-county area is home
to skiing resorts, condominiums, and people looking for physical beauty.
Ranches have been converted to subdivisions.  Land is plentiful and labor is
badly needed to staff the tourist industry.  The switch has been from a rural,
more land-oriented life to one that is dominated by an influx of people, yet
there is a stable population of individuals who make the area their permanent
home.  

The nature of the relationships among the early childhood community in this
part of Colorado is rich, with a history of responsiveness to the needs of local
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communities.  Throughout the last 25 years, there has been a spirit of inven-
tion with many improvements in the Head Start design.  The program has
used a variety of program approaches including the Locally Designed Option
(LDO) offered by Head Start.  In constructing these various approach-es over
time, the program developed a strong relationship with the regional Head
Start office. 

In addition, there has been a long tradition of collaboration within the com-
munity. Strong linkages, which began with the Better Local Organization
Council (BLOC), have been present for over 25 years.  Because there has
been such a long history of collaboration, the participating groups knew the
barriers, but people were anxious to remove them, once the process and sup-
ports became available through SB 97-174.

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

There are several alternatives for describing this delivery system.  Formal
written partnership agreements exist with the La Plata and Archuleta counties'
Department of Social Services, seven school districts, private child care cen-
ters, as well as large family child care homes. Informal linkages exist with
Fort Lewis College, Pueblo Community College, San Juan Community Col-
lege, and the Family Centers coalition.

About 15 years ago, Tri-County Head Start linked with private sector child
care.  The program, then part-day, began to transport children who needed
full-day service to child care centers in the community.  There was no finan-
cial support given to the families at this stage, and often they were unable to
meet their financial commitments to the child care providers.  Relying on
parental revenues for survival, the providers asked the non-paying families to
leave.  In turn, these parents often had to leave Head Start for alternative full-
day or kinship care. The arrangement did not work for the families, for the
children, or for the Head Start program, which often had to deal with the atti-
tudinal backlash and with the responsibility for child care arrangements that
were necessitated by working parents who found themselves using the part-
day Head Start program.

Aiming to address this situation, Tri-County Head Start sought out new
opportunities for performance partnerships. Three types of partnerships
emerged: The Blended Model, the Inclusionary Program Model, and the Part-
nered Model.

1. The Blended Model

Blended model classrooms serve children for the full day using a variety of
different funding sources. For instance, one child might be receiving Head
Start funds while another might be tuition-paying. Currently, Head Start links
with large and small private child care programs, as well as family child care
homes to provide full-day Head Start services. However, due to financial lim-
itations, these programs do not operate for the full year but close during the
summer months. The only classrooms that Head Start is able to operate for the
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full day and year are five classrooms that they administer at the Head Start
centers. Currently, Head Start pays providers with whom it contracts for at
least six hours a day a week, $3000 per year, per child. It must be noted, how-
ever, that all of these providers only serve children for nine months. Parents
must still use makeshift situations during the summer months. Gradually, Tri-
County engaged in partnerships to provide full-year care.

2. The Inclusionary Model

When the Colorado Preschool Program (CPP) was funded, Tri-County devel-
oped another partnership model, the Inclusionary Program Model.  In this
approach, children receive the basic Head Start program paid for by Head
Start funds but also receive funds from other sources for which they may be
eligible such as the state-funded CPP, special education money, and school
district funding.  In this approach, Head Start children were joined by non-
Head Start children in programs, many of which were physically located in
the public schools. 

3. The Partnered Model

An entirely new approach was developed with the introduction of welfare
reform.  Called the Partnership Program, this approach inventively distributes
funds to cover the costs of full-day, full-year programs.  For example, for 32
weeks of the year, the program is supported 40% by Head Start dollars, 40%
by CPP dollars, and 20% by Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP).  For the
remaining 20 weeks of the year, the program is fully supported by CCAP
funds.  

Within the three models (Blended, Inclusionary, and Partnered), twelve dif-
ferent funding configurations exist.  As a result, multiple avenues for receiv-
ing full-day, full-year services are available for children and their families,
many of whom are mutually eligible for Head Start, CPP, and CCAP.

Issues that Affected the Selection of the Partners 

In initially choosing its child care partners, Head Start found itself restricted
by several considerations. The first, and most important, was economy of
scale.  The program found that it could not contract with small family child
care providers because of the increased expenditures associated with supervi-
sion and with tracking Performance Standards compliance.  Now, Head Start
will only contract with those providers who can serve at least five children
funded by Head Start.  The second consideration in choosing a partner was
whether or not the partner would be willing to adopt the Head Start program's
curriculum as well as Performance Standards.  Those programs that had fairly
rigid programmatic structures in place, such as Montessori, did not find the
requirements of Head Start compatible with their own and withdrew from the
partnership.

Financially, a number of issues led Head Start to adopt its variety of service
delivery models. Operating within a quasi-rural setting, the population of
Head Start eligible families was relatively stable. At the same time, the num-
ber of families needing full-day, full-year care rose dramatically. As such,
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Head Start needed to find ways of combining available monies. It was able to
mix and match sources and to create funding patterns to provide the extended
services. 

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

As the various models evolved, changes were made in basic Head Start opera-
tions.  The biggest change has been with staffing. Before partnering to pro-
vide full-day, full-year services, Head Start always allotted one hour for every
four hours of class time for staff planning and preparation.  With the extended
hours of operation, however, it became impossible to provide this time. As a
result, Head Start shifted to staggered staffing patterns and hired teachers and
assistants to fill in where necessary.

Children’s Experiences

All of the programs are conceptualized as child development services, where
children receive a fully individualized instructional program. In accordance
with this goal, Head Start transitioned to the Marazon system and encouraged
all of its partners to do the same.  For those providers who already employed a
theme-based curriculum, Head Start simply mandated that the curriculum be
extended to provide individualized educational services for the entire length
of the day.

With regard to comprehensive services that children receive, Head Start
makes a point to deliver the services to all children in a given classroom
regardless of how they are funded.  In some cases, Head Start does ask a par-
ent to pay for the service, but often Head Start manages to generate the neces-
sary funding through a variety of different funding configurations.

Family Partnerships

Each of the three models brought with it different challenges related to the
involvement of families.  Because of the demands placed on parents entering
the workforce, many are often prohibited from attending meetings and inter-
acting with staff members on a regular basis. As an added barrier, many par-
ents have children enrolled in centers not administered by Head Start directly,
making it more complicated for Head Start to interact effectively with them.

To that end, the program has tried some inventive strategies, including hold-
ing sets of adult activities.  A Dad-to Dad program provides opportunities for
fathers to gather, with the primary focus of providing recreation for fathers
and their children. Program staff increasingly try to make contact with fami-
lies around pick-up and drop-off time and provide incentives for families to
stay for meetings or educational programs, by offering dinner as well as child
care care services after hours. Parents are also encouraged to take home fam-
ily activity packets and work on them during the week.
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Program Management and Support

One of the most challenging aspects of the program has been the recruitment
and maintenance of high-quality program staff, especially given the need to
accommodate the added demands of an extended day and year program. As
the program has grown and diversified, the nature of management has
changed.  Management functions are being handled by teams broken down
into the following: Tri-County Head Start Management Team, Program
Design Team, Child Development Team, Community Partnership Team and
the Health and Safety Team. These teams consist of program staff as well as
parents and administrative staff.  The teams are part of the shared decision
making process of the program.  Having expanded to include Head Start as
well as non-Head Start families, the teams include non-Head Start parents as
well. There are also an Administrative Core Management Team, a Family and
Community Task Force, a Child Development and a Disability Team.

In its effort to provide comprehensive and integrated services to all children
and families in need, Head Start is also striving to restructure its current sys-
tems operations. It is in the process of phasing out "social service case man-
agers," integrating child portfolios and family files, and focusing on family
advocacy. 

Front-line support for the program has also been a struggle. In its attempt to
maintain the 8:1 teaching, planning, and preparation ratio for its full-day pro-
gram, Head Start needed to hire many more teachers and assistants but it has
not been highly successful in finding available qualified staff. As a result,
Head Start has initiated an Early Childhood Human Resource and Profes-
sional Development Project, which is funded by the Temple Hoyne Buell
Foundation. 

Training and Compensation

Although more directly related to the problem of staff turnover than to its
extended day and year services, Head Start has been successful in increasing
staff wages so that they are now about 85% of school staff wages. It has been
particularly difficult for this Head Start program to recruit and maintain quali-
fied staff at least in part due to its lack of a retirement plan. 

All staff in an extended day and/or year setting receive training on how to
shift from a part-day to a full-day schedule.  Ongoing training for full-day
staff is integrated with part-day staff.  Staff are also available to vote on which
workshops they would like Head Start to offer.  Interestingly, the demand for
behavior management workshops has increased with the onset of the
extended day and year services.

Governance

Tri-County Head Start is a part of the Durango 4-C Council, Inc., the grantee.
The Board is a single purpose non-profit composed of five representatives
from three sectors: parents, agency, and the private sector. The Policy Council
that governs the Tri-County Head Start Program is composed of at least 51%
current Head Start parents, elected by each classroom.  There are also two
community representatives on the Policy Council.  Decision making is
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shared. In all, there are no new changes as a result of either the partnership or
the extended services.

Accountability

There is a strong commitment to accountability, but often the assessment
instruments and processes have been too comprehensive and complicated to
be administered by parents.  As a result, the evaluations have not always been
as successful as is desirable.  Efforts are under way to use ACF's new moni-
toring tool, PRISM, along with the ECERS to assess the efficacy of the pro-
gram.  The Program is in compliance with the Revised Head Start Perfor-
mance Standards, with the goal of increasing quality while continuing to be
responsive to family and community indicators.

Fiscal Accounting/Cost Allocations

The funding system has become increasingly complex as the number and
nature of funding streams has increased.  At one time, there was a single divi-
sion for funding.  Now there are six different divisions.  This has been neces-
sitated not so much by increases in Head Start, which have been modest, but
by increases in other program funding streams.  

Increasingly complicated cost allocation has required Head Start to develop
new strategies to keep track of spending. When admin. costs were low, addi-
tional costs were often simply written off until the 15% cost limit was
reached. Head Start has become more scrupulous in its record keeping, in part
due to the demands of multiple funding streams.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on Head Start Program

The partnership efforts have generated a new appreciation for Head Start
within the counties. Programs that were not a part of the effort wish to be, and
programs that are part of the effort are appreciative of their inclusion.  Part of
the reason for the new appreciation of Head Start is that the partnership is pro-
viding services for the community in terms of modeling a more appropriate
wage structure. Head Start is also providing more comprehensive and inte-
grated services to more children and families, not simply Head Start children
and families.  More specifically, for Head Start, there has been a greater out-
reach to the general human-service community and an enriched appreciation
for the array of services that exist in the community. 

General Fiscal Impact

In order to operate its extended day and year programs Head Start has had to
access more funding.  The cost for full-day children is currently $8,500, as
compared to the cost of $5900 for part-day children.  To meet its financial
needs, Head Start has added $2775 per child for 147 children from the Col-
orado Preschool Program.  It also received a onetime grant of $10,000 in 1997
from the state to plan for its partnering efforts.  Head Start also negotiated a
contract with the Department of Social Services for child care assistance
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rates.  The program was also awarded $50,000 from a child care quality grant
this past year.  Head Start has received financial assistance from the Kiwanis
and Rotary clubs as well a community program called Project Merry Christ-
mas.

Impact on Partner Programs

Partner programs that did not fully understand Head Start now do.   There is
also a better community-wide understanding of the importance of early child-
hood education.  Previously, it was thought that most low-income families
were dysfunctional.  By working together, programs have come to realize that
family strength, as well as dysfunction, can transcend income. 

Impact on Early Childhood Community

There is a far greater awareness of what constitutes quality in early childhood
programs.  There is less of a split between child care and education.  There
has been an increase in direct services for children and families, along with a
significant recognition on the part of the schools that early care and education
is a valuable service.  Prior to partnerships, Head Start children were reputed
to be "too squirmy".  Now, kindergarten  teachers who made that claim are
regularly visiting the Head Start programs to gain more insight into the pro-
gram.

FUTURE CHALLENGES

Several major challenges persist.  There is a lack of funding for Head Start to
enable it to accomplish all that it desires to do.  In particular, there is too little
discretionary funding available to meet the increasing demands of the fami-
lies.  Staffing remains an issue.  More funds need to be allocated to cost of liv-
ing increases and to adequate fringe benefits for staff.  Head Start has not
been able to allocate as much time as desired to daily preparation and plan-
ning because of insufficient staffing. As a result, there are concerns that the
quality of the program may decline if staffing issues are not addressed. There
is grave concern that unless these basic needs are addressed, the program,
with its projected growth, will not continue to thrive.   
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SECTION VII – MICHIGAN: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

The Michigan Family Resources Inc. is a limited purpose not-for-profit
agency whose mission is to serve low-income children and families.  It has
served as a Head Start grantee for many years in one southwestern Michigan
County, and currently provides services to 1,403 children.  

This program was chosen for the study because it engaged in a multiplicity of
partnerships. The program's initial partnership is four years old, and addi-
tional partnerships have been added as expansion dollars have been received,
and as community opportunities have arisen.  The Michigan Family Re-
sources Inc. is an example of a combination of Type I, Type II, and Type III
partnerships all  of which provide full-day, full-year services.  In its Type I
partnership, non-Head Start funds are being used to lengthen the Head Start
day and year. In the Type II and III partnerships Michigan Family Resources
Inc. partners with child care programs to provide full-day, full-year compre-
hensive services to Head Start-eligible children already enrolled in the pro-
gram, as well as to Head Start-eligible children not enrolled in the program.

CONTEXT

Through its community assessment and reports from Head Start staff and par-
ents, the management team was aware that an increasing number of families
needed extended day services in order to take jobs.  This pressure was exacer-
bated by the passage of welfare reform legislation.  While the program’s serv-
ice area has a low unemployment rate, many of the job opportunities for low-
income families are temporary and do not offer fringe benefit packages.
Thus, the agency felt it was important to provide every support possible for
Head Start families, so that they could seek out more permanent and lucrative
positions.

Because the agency did have prior relationships with other local human serv-
ice agencies, it was feasible for the Head Start program to consider an array of
partnerships that could build on these relationships, and could capitalize on
the assets that various partners had to offer.  For these reasons, the Head Start
program sought to expand their services through collaboration.

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

Currently, about 500 Head Start children are in extended-day arrangements.
While most of these services are provided through informal kith and kin net-
works, 85 children are in one of five collaborative arrangements between
Head Start and a fiscal and/or program partner.

The five partnerships are:
1. Seventeen children are in a for-profit child care center where Head 

Start staff provide classroom services for four hours per day, and 
children move to a child care classroom for the remainder of the day.  

2. Seventeen children are in a community center where Head Start staff
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provide four hours per day of service and the center staff provide 
before-and-after services in the same classroom.   

3. Seventeen children receive all-day Head Start services at a center 
operated by Goodwill Industries,

4. Seventeen children from homeless families receive five hours per day 
of a Head Start program and then are transported to a child care 
center.

5. Seventeen children receive extended services at a Head Start center. 

In all cases, the non-Head Start portion of the day is paid for through a combi-
nation of child care subsidies, private dollars (e.g., United Way; foundation
grants), and parent fees.  Head Start provides the comprehensive services to
the children and families.  All 85 slots were new to the program as the result
of Federal expansion funds coming into the program.

Issues that Affected the Selection of Partners

Prior to initiating the partnerships, the Head Start program had previously
collaborated with another community agency to offer a one-stop shopping
experience for families with children ages 0-12.  However, that agency pulled
out of the partnership after a short period of time, as they felt insufficient
funds were available to cover all of their costs.  This experience led the Head
Start program to be most mindful of the financial resources potentially avail-
able both to the Head Start program itself, and to its potential future partners.

As such, Head Start selected its partners carefully. The partnership with the
for-profit center was started because the center was located in an industrial
park, and the Head Start program hoped that families would be able to acquire
jobs in the park. Head Start initiated the partnership with the community cen-
ter based on Head Start’s perception that the mission and track record of that
agency was to provide comprehensive services to low income families.    The
Goodwill partnership was initiated because Goodwill had a long-standing
training program for low-income persons that could be a resource for the
Head Start families, and the partnership for the homeless children and fami-
lies was started with an agency that already had an established track record of
service to this group.  

A key feature of these partnerships with community agencies is the willing-
ness of Head Start to "barter" its services in exchange for considerations by
the partner.  This arrangement is most formalized in the community center
partnership, where Head Start does not pay rent for the space it uses during
part of the day, but provides assistance in designing and implementing a chil-
dren’s assessment package that is used throughout the center.  Head Start fam-
ily service workers have offered support to the center’s non-Head Start fami-
lies who are experiencing a crisis.

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

One change for the program was that the hours of service available to Head
Start children/families were extended.  Janitorial services in the Head Start
extended services center had to be changed so that cleaning is done during the
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evenings and on days when classes are not in session.  Janitorial services in
the other four partnerships are the responsibility of the partner.  The only
change to food services, for Head Start, was the addition of an afternoon
snack in the Head Start center, which is provided and paid for by Head Start
funds.  Previous transportation systems were not impacted, although addi-
tional transportation did need to be added for the children from homeless fam-
ilies in order to get them from their shelter to Head Start, to the child care cen-
ter, and to the shelter again.  The program does not report any specific impact
on the program operations of its other sites as a result of its full-day, full-year
services.  

The Head Start Director did note several issues.  First, the program and its
partners are concerned about the experiences offered to the Head Start chil-
dren during the partner’s piece of the day.  Second, there is concern about the
rigidity of the fee structure by some of the partner agencies.  Head Start par-
ents seem to sense that some of the partners are more flexible in this area than
others, and report this to the Head Start staff.  Third, different eligibility crite-
ria are employed for selecting the children and families that will be offered
extended services, because the family members must be working or in job
training.  In the community center partnership, slots are set aside for families
who may only need partial day services, so that if a family member is no
longer working or in job training, the family may continue to participate in the
Head Start program.  At the other four sites, families who no longer are work-
ing or in training are asked to move children to a part-day Head Start center.

Children’s Experiences

The program does not feel that it had to make major changes in its curriculum
as a result of services being extended. The program uses the Creative Curricu-
lum, and feels that it is broad enough to accommodate to the additional hours.
Two circle times now are used, and more art and dramatic play activities have
been added.  The teachers report that they now have more time to engage in
interactions with the children, and that projects can be extended.

The Director and the program partners interviewed do not feel that curriculum
changes have been made in the community center’s program.  The Head Start
Director also believes that the other partners are continuing to use the same
schedules and offer the same activities that all children in those sites receive
during the afternoon hours in the partners’ centers. The children in all partner-
ing arrangements continue to receive the same comprehensive services, as do
all other children in the Head Start program.  

Family Partnerships

Parent participation in classroom activities of the extended services classes is
more challenging than in the rest of the program because the parents are
working or involved in job training during the day. Because most parents in
these options are providing their own transportation, Head Start reports that
staff converse informally with these parents at the beginning and end of the
day. In the other Head Start centers, where many children are transported by
the program, there is not as much regular teacher-parent contact.

Family service staff assigned to each of the five partnership sites, work
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closely with families to prepare a family partnership agreement.  The same
support services and linkages to other community agencies are provided to
these families as are to families in the part day Head Start program.  
Program Management and Support

The program has hired additional teaching staff to provide these extended
services, since the 85 slots served through these partnerships were new slots
acquired through expansion.  Additional family services staff have been hired
as well.  

Supervisory roles have changed since the introduction of extended services,
but not necessarily as a direct result of the new service delivery model.
Growth over several years led the program to move towards site-based man-
agement: it is likely that this would have occurred even if expansion slots had
not been awarded.  The previous supervisory design used component-based
management, which led to several managers supervising staff in one center,
but renders no one manager responsible for over-all center operations.  

Both to help managers make the transition to this model, and to help teachers
better work with children who are in full-day experiences, the program has
used the services of a mental health consultant in the extended services Head
Start center.  This consultant was paid for by program funds, and has not
worked with the partners’ staff in the other programs.

Training and Compensation

The Director reports that all staff in Head Start receive the same training.
Considerable efforts are made to ensure that the staff in these options attend
this training.  For example, substitutes are hired to ensure the participation of
staff in the extended services program.  While staff of the child care centers
have been invited to attend the Head Start training, their work schedules have
not permitted participation.  Staff salaries at both the Head Start and child
care programs did not change, nor did fringe benefits.

Governance

The Policy Council has made accommodations in its meeting times to ensure
that working parents can attend meetings, holding its meetings over the lunch
hour.  Some employers have been able to provide Policy Council members
with extended lunch hours so that those members may attend the entire meet-
ing.  Staff also schedule noon Center Committee meetings for the five centers
where full-day services are offered.  Non-Head Start parents are not involved
in the Head Start governance structure.

Accountability

The Director feels that the new site-based management system allows man-
agers to track, and to be responsible for, the quality and quantity of services
offered to Head Start children and families in the five centers providing
extended services.   She also feels that the partners do not need to be held
responsible for meeting the Revised Performance Standards during the
extended portion of the day because those services are not funded by Head
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Start dollars.  Therefore, there is not a system to monitor the partners’ serv-
ices. Since the State of Michigan licenses each of the four non-Head Start
centers, the Head Start Director feels that minimum standards are being met.

Fiscal and Cost Allocation Issues

This program has received the usual COLA and Quality Improvement Funds
from ACF since offering full-day, full-year services.  The program gets state
child care subsidy funds for the 17 children in its own extended services cen-
ter, but only receives an hourly reimbursement for those portions of the day
not covered by Head Start funds.

The program’s fiscal analysis showed that $50 per week, was needed in order
to pay for the extended day services in its own center, beyond the four hours
funded by Head Start.  Families have the option applying for the subsidy
funds.  Should those funds not be granted and/or if the amount awarded is less
than the $50 per week, families are asked to pay the difference.  These
arrangements are formalized into a contract at the start of the Head Start expe-
rience, and the contract is signed by the parent(s) and the Head Start Site
Supervisor; it is the latter’s responsibility to collect the fee.  This has proved
challenging, as parents often ask to be excused from this responsibility due to
competing demands for their funds.  Consequently, this program option cur-
rently is operating at a deficit, a problem compounded by the late payment of
the state subsidy funds.

There is no cost sharing of expenses between the Head Start program and its
partners.  Head Start does provide compensation for its own employees across
the five partnerships, and does pay its partners for space rental, except at the
community center partnership.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on the Head Start Program

The most immediate impact of extended services for the Head Start program
is that it is better able to meet the needs of families.  In some of the strategies,
environmental continuity is provided to the children, and the program sees
this as a positive impact as well.  Twelve-month employment now is available
for some staff.

The opportunity to interact with community agencies that offer services using
staff with different backgrounds and preparations may have expanded Head
Start’s vision.  The partner interviewed noted that the child care director,
while not credentialed, brings a wealth of experience and knowledge to her
mission of working with low-income young children and their families.
Learning from such a veteran may have enriched the capacity of the Head
Start staff at that center.

Impact on the Head Start Fiscally

The adding of these program options has meant more work for management
staff.  Further, it has meant that the agency has had to examine its fiscal sys-
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tems to ensure that a financial base is available to cover all added costs, such
as food and substitutes so that staff can attend training. The lack of consis-
tency in both timely payment of state subsidies and parent fees has meant that
the agency itself has had to assume temporary responsibility for expenses that
would have been paid by these funding sources.

Impact on Partner Programs

By establishing collaborative agreements that permit Head Start’s compre-
hensive services to be exchanged for services or goods that the partner pro-
gram has, the partner programs have the potential to offer their non-Head
Start children and families an array of experiences otherwise not available.
The knowledge that the Head Start teacher at the community center has about
assessment of young children has helped that program become trained in the
use of appropriate instruments. The information is then used to plan experi-
ences for the children.

Impact on the Early Childhood Community

The Director reports that, by joining with other community agencies, Head
Start is a "voice at the table for services of high quality for children."  She
reports that partners now are more knowledgeable about the recent brain
development research, and about developmentally appropriate programming,
because of Head Start’s information sharing.  Further, Head Start has served
as an advocate for meeting families’ needs with these agencies.  

FUTURE CHALLENGES

The most immediate challenge facing the program is finding alternate strate-
gies to both collect parents fees in a timely way, and to ensure that the subsi-
dized payments flow smoothly.  One strategy under consideration is for the
program to become more involved in local and state advocacy activities that
will help legislators more fully understand the costs of high quality care.
Another option is to work out an arrangement with the state subsidy office to
contract for slots rather than for cost per child per hour.

A second challenge is the emerging need of families for second shift and
weekend care.  The jobs that Head Start parents are accepting often require
that they work during these times, and it is difficult for those families to build
caregiving arrangements, even informally.
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SECTION VIII – NEW YORK: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

This New York Head Start program was selected for inclusion in this study as
an example of one engaging solely in a Type III partnership.  Within the con-
fines of this service delivery type, however, the Head Start program has pur-
sued differing strategies, and each of its partnerships is distinct from one
another.  Of particular interest were this program’s linkages with both tradi-
tional and non-traditional partners in the form of a special needs agency, a
child care agency, and a public school district.  Its size and location also pro-
vides insight into issues attendant to running Head Start partnerships in large
and predominantly urban areas.  As well, its location within the northeast
lends geographic diversity to this study.

CONTEXT

New York has not always been consistent in its support of early care and edu-
cation, with each year's budget battle often threatening program cutbacks.
Nevertheless, in recent years, advocates for early care and education have
succeeded in driving children's agendas through the legislature and sizable
budget appropriations have been secured, particularly since the passage of
welfare reform.

In 1997, the state adopted the Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program which was
designed to serve all eligible four-year-olds, approximately 112,000, in early
childhood programs by the year 2001 (Williams & Wasserman, 1997).  This
legislation encouraged intra-community linkages by mandating that grantees
contract with outside agencies, such as child care programs, in utilizing the
funding.  The 1999-2000 budget increased funding for this program by $43
million (The Associated Press, 1999).  Along with these funding increases,
the legislature approved an unprecedented increase in funding for child care,
budgeting $837 million to provide care for low-income families.  This alloca-
tion, paid for by unspent TANF funds, represents a $377 million increase over
last year's allotment (Tully,1999).  

With regard to the area of New York in which this Head Start program is
located, Head Start has traditionally been a visible community entity, in part
because it is located within a larger community action agency.  It has not
always had a working relationship with other early childhood education pro-
grams, but it has been active in communicating with these entities through
participation in child care coalitions, child care councils, as well as the family
child care association.  Head Start's historic visibility within its community
facilitated its partnerships with other programs to provide full-day, full-year
services.

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

The Head Start program currently runs three full-day, full-year programs with
three different partners.  All of its partnerships began after the passage of wel-
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fare reform, largely to meet the needs of families as they entered the work-
force.  Each of its partnerships, however, is different from the others. 
One partner is an early childhood program that serves children with special
needs.  This partnership operates two classrooms to serve a total of 36 chil-
dren, 20 in one classroom and 16 in the other. Head Start chose this partner so
that it could begin serving children with developmental disabilities in a full-
day, full-year setting.  The diagnosed children are integrated into the program.
Parents and teachers decided jointly that some of the diagnosed children
could not cope with the full length of the day. Some of the diagnosed children
(8 out of 16) do not stay for the full length of the day (7 a.m. to 6 p.m.), but
attend the center for only the middle portion of the day.   The partner program
and Head Start each provide one teacher and one teacher aid, who work
jointly to deliver the educational services.  The partner program also has a
social services staff member who works closely with Head Start's family part-
ner to deliver some of the comprehensive services.  This partnership will
herein be referred to as the special needs partnership.

In another partnership, Head Start linked with a church-affiliated child care
agency to provide child care before-and-after the Head Start full-day program
of 6 hours.  Head Start covers all costs for services during its traditional 6
hours, while its partner covers the costs for the child care portions of the day.
This program is run in a community center and serves 36 children in two
classrooms. The staffing pattern was staggered to ensure that there was
always a Head Start staff member present. This partnership will herein be
referred to as the child care partnership.

In a third program, an area school district received funding from the New
York State Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program and approached Head Start
to begin one full-day, full-year Head Start classroom in a local elementary
school.  In this partnership, the school district contracts with Head Start to
cover the salaries of the Head Start teacher, two teacher assistants, and the
family partner.  The school district provides the classroom space, playground
space, bus transportation, and food.  All other costs are covered by Head Start,
although the school also provides many in-kind services, such as its on-site
nurse.  This partnership serves a total of 18 children previously unserved by
Head Start, and its hours of operation are from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m.   This partner-
ship will herein be referred to as the school district partnership.

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

With each type of partnership differing slightly from the other, the types of
changes Head Start experienced in its day-to-day operations varied accord-
ingly.  In the special needs partnership, Head Start found it necessary to stag-
ger staff schedules because of the extended hours of operation.  Head Start did
not have to adjust its own operations for janitorial services or security because
the partner already provided these. The partner program did, however, need to
shift its cleaning hours from 8 a.m.-5 p.m. to 12 p.m.-8 p.m. to avoid conflict-
ing with the children's schedules.  Head Start worked with the partner to pro-
vide transportation for all the children attending the programs. Diagnosed
children are transported by buses provided by the county, to a wide area
throughout the county. Other Head Start children are bused by Head Start
buses.
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In the child care partnership, Head Start needed to make few adjustments in
its daily operations because it is essentially still running a full-day program.
One change has been in staff scheduling, where it now staggers staff sched-
ules to ensure that an education, nutrition, and family partner staff member
are present at all times. As with the special needs partnership, busing services
are available, but only for those children who do not arrive or stay for the
child care portions of the day.

In the school district partnership, Head Start adjusted its hours of operation
from its traditional 6 hour day to coincide with traditional school hours, from
7 a.m.-5 p.m.  Of particular benefit in partnering with a pre-existing school
was the fact that many operational issues (e.g., cleaning, security, and food
service) could easily be handled by the school.  Additionally, the school was
able to provide transportation for many of the children who lived along bus
routes.  For those who did not, the school tried to accommodate them by re-
routing some buses.

For all three partnerships, Head Start needed to adjust its eligibility criteria to
ensure that all parents provide proof of employment or participation in a train-
ing program in order for their children to enroll in the full-day, full-year pro-
grams.

Children's Experiences

Because Head Start has employed its own staff for the programs, it has been
able to maintain control over both educational and comprehensive services.
As such, there has been a greater degree of continuity in the quality of serv-
ices provided and the experiences that the children receive.  With all three
partnerships, Head Start implemented its own curriculum because none of its
partners had any previously in place.  Head Start did not change or alter its
curriculum for the full-day, full-year classrooms, and has in fact found that,
for its special needs and school district partnerships, its curriculum is easier to
implement in a full-day setting because the longer day allows for a more
leisurely activity pace.  For its child care partnership, because educational
services are provided for only half of the day, the curriculum is implemented
the same way as in the part-day Head Start classrooms.  The full-day setting
has also allowed Head Start to provide more field trips for its children and
Head Start has found that these activities have greatly enhanced the quality of
the children's education.

Other changes in children's experiences have varied according to each part-
nership.  For instance, in the special needs partnership, the children have ben-
efited from the partner program's knowledge of handling special needs chil-
dren.  The partner program's experience in providing services to such children
and families has enhanced the quality of the program, particularly as its social
services staff member now works with the Head Start family partner in deliv-
ering comprehensive services.  Additionally, Head Start has provided those
children previously served by the partner program with educational services
that the partner had not provided.

As well, partnering with a school has greatly enhanced the educational com-
ponents of the Head Start program.  In the school district partnership, the chil-
dren receive the benefit of school assemblies that are deemed to be child
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appropriate.  Fifth grade children also form relationships with the younger
children to ensure that the children are safe on the bus; they also escort Head
Start children to the right classroom. In addition, the fifth grade children come
into Head Start classrooms to provide one-on-one reading experiences for the
children.  As an added benefit to the comprehensive services that the children
receive, the school's nurse provides many of the health screenings which has
eradicated the need for Head Start to make special provisions for delivering
these.  This has eliminated transportation hassles and costs.

Family Partnerships

Because of the decreasing availability of parents, due to their schooling or
workforce obligations, maintaining family partnerships has been difficult.  At
the same time, relying on Head Start staff to maintain family partnerships has
made this challenge slightly easier, since there is some level of interaction
daily between staff and parents. 

Head Start has become more flexible to accommodate parents by holding
impromptu conferences.  Head Start also has increased "homework" for par-
ents so that they can serve as program volunteers by contributing materials
prepared from home, such as making clothing for classroom dolls.  Head Start
has adjusted its policies to notify parents at least two weeks in advance for
program events, since many parents have to submit work schedules on a bi-
weekly basis.  The strategies that Head Start has employed have succeeded in
preserving Head Start's standards of parent involvement.  

Program Management and Support

Due to the fact that Head Start operates its full-day, full-year partnership pro-
grams with its own staff, it has needed to hire many additional front-line
employees.  In the special needs partnership, Head Start hired two full-time
teachers, two part-time teacher assistants, two family partners, one full-time
nutrition employee, and one part-year food service employee.  In the child
care partnership, Head Start hired two teachers, two teacher assistants, one
family partner, one cook assistant, and a floating teacher assistant.  For the
school district partnership, Head Start hired a total of four staff members,
including one full-time teacher, one full-time teacher assistant, one part-time
teacher assistant, and one family partner.  

Aside from front-line staff, Head Start now employs program supervisors for
the full length of the year.  The responsibilities of these supervisors have
changed slightly so that they are now responsible for more program staff and
must take care to include the partners' program staff in all information shar-
ing.  Structurally, however, there have been no changes made in either man-
agement or administration of the program.  This is not surprising, since the
Head Start program is part of a much larger community action agency whose
management system and administrative functions have easily absorbed the
partnerships.

Training and Compensation

On balance, because Head Start chose partnerships for which it could use its
own staff, the partnerships demanded less staff training than some others cho-
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sen for this study.  To acquaint its partner programs with the Revised Head
Start Performance Standards, Head Start provided a pre-service comprehen-
sive services training for all partners' program staff who would be working
with Head Start children.  
With respect to training for its own staff members, little additional training
took place for the child care and school district partnerships.  In the school
district partnership, because all Head Start staff was already trained on the
Revised Performance Standards, there was little need for additional training.
Additionally, in the child care partnership, Head Start services were provided
for only half of the day; thus, program staff needed little transitioning from
the traditional full-day, six hour Head Start model.  

The special needs partnership has required some additional training in part
because dealing with special needs children can often be difficult, and in part
because of the new partnership. Thus far, there has been training on supervi-
sion, developmentally appropriate practices, the Revised Head Start Perfor-
mance Standards, and partner program standards that have been provided
jointly for Head Start and partner program staff.  Additionally, the partner pro-
gram held a training specifically for Head Start staff on child restraint proce-
dures so that the Head Start staff could understand the reasoning behind the
partner's use of physical restraints.

With regard to staff compensation, there have been no changes in hourly
wages or fringe benefits for any Head Start staff because of these partner-
ships.  However, the child care partner has needed to provide fringe benefits
for its child care staff because of their 23-hour work week.  The partner pro-
gram has found these provisions costly, particularly because its staff members
do not work full 40-hour weeks.

Governance

When Head Start first began its partnerships, it did not put very much thought
into how the Head Start program's Center Committees and Policy Councils
might change in order to accommodate the full-day, full-year partnerships.
As such, it did not make any changes in their makeup, schedule, or purview.
But as parent involvement has dropped, and as the need to have the governing
bodies reflect Head Start's expansion, Head Start has discussed making some
adjustments.  As of yet, it has not made any concrete changes but is consider-
ing holding evening meetings and providing a dinner.  In one site, it is likely
that meetings will begin to take place in the summer.  Head Start has also
adopted a policy of inviting non-Head Start parents from its partner programs
to attend these meetings, but to date, no parents have taken advantage of the
opportunity.

Accountability

Head Start has not instituted any changes in its basic monitoring and self-
assessment strategies for ensuring compliance with the Revised Performance
Standards.  In part, accountability measures have not needed adjustment
because Head Start staff are present at all hours in all of its partnership pro-
grams.
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Finances

As it did with the staffing structure of its partnerships, this Head Start pro-
gram wanted to keep its financial exchanges with its partners as segregated as
possible.  The program was not comfortable with receiving back-end funding
and, in approaching potential partners, it emphasized that each program
should be responsible for its own finances.  Thus, in both the special needs
partnership and the child care partnership, there are no financial exchanges
between Head Start and the partners.  In the special needs partnership, the
partner is financially responsible for all services it provides for the non-Head
Start children, and Head Start is responsible for covering all costs of both the
educational and comprehensive services for the Head Start children. Head
Start receives the district allotted pre-kindergarten funding through a contract
with the school district.  In the child care partnership, the partner is responsi-
ble for the costs of the four hours of child care provided each day.  As a result,
it has needed to collect parent fees, which has proven extremely difficult.  Ini-
tially reluctant to overstep the terms of the initial contract, when the difficul-
ties of collecting fees threatened the continuation of the partnership, Head
Start agreed to assist the partner program.

The school district partnership is the only partnership in which Head Start
engages in financial exchanges with its partner.  In this partnership, Head
Start receives from the district Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program funds to
cover the costs of a portion of the full-day, full-year program.  Head Start felt
comfortable with this arrangement because it knew that the school district had
been awarded the funding and that it would not have to worry about the delays
in receiving funding that are often associated with voucher reimbursements
and parent fees.

Because funding streams have been kept relatively separate in the partner-
ships, Head Start has not faced many difficulties in accounting for the
finances involved in its partnerships.  They have, however, had to do more in-
kind service allocations, particularly with the school district partnership. In-
kind allocations have assumed an important role in meeting the 20% match
required of federally funded programs.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on Head Start Program

Entering into these partnerships and being able to provide full-day, full-year
services has undeniably helped open the doors for Head Start to interact more
closely with other members of the early care and education community.  Head
Start staff have now been exposed to a different mode of service delivery and,
in working with programs for children with special needs, have learned a
great deal about different methods of caring for children.  Prior to partnering,
many Head Start staff had only been exposed to the Head Start philosophy.
Working with other programs with differing goals and philosophies forced
them to become more open-minded and flexible.  Staff also commented that
the partnerships enabled them to forge greater bonds with the children and
families they are serving because they now interact with them all day, all year.
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Impact on Head Start Fiscally

Head Start's use of its own staff for almost all aspects of its full-day, full-year
programs has been reflected in the additional costs that it has incurred in its
partnerships.  As cost-effective as Head Start feels the programs have been,
the costs associated with its full-day, full-year programs are much higher than
those for some other partnerships explored in this study.  Head Start has expe-
rienced a rise in costs from $4,588 per-child per-year for its part-day program
to $9,177 per-child per-year for its full-day, full-year Head Start children and
$10,200 for its full-day, full-year Early Head Start children. Thus, while Head
Start was able to maintain greater control over the programs, this control has
resulted in increased costs.

Head Start has managed to cover these increases by accessing a combination
of Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program dollars and federal Head Start expan-
sion funding.  To date, Head Start has received $155,200 from Universal Pre-
Kindergarten funds.  In federal expansion funding, Head Start has received
$864,000 for the past two years to cover full-day, full-year services for 108
children (The Buffalo News, 1998).

Impact on Partner Programs

Effects on the partner programs have varied.  Some partners feel that their
programs have benefited greatly as a result of the Head Start partnership
because they have been able to access high-quality educational and compre-
hensive services traditionally not available to them. One respondent also
noted that Head Start has helped partner program staff understand the Head
Start philosophy, which has enhanced the quality of the partner programs.
Responses from those involved in the school district partnership have been
particularly positive. For example, when the legislature threatened to cut
funding for the Universal Pre-Kindergarten Program in this year's budget bat-
tle, the school district considered covering the costs to keep the program in
operation.

At the same time, however, these partnerships have not always run smoothly.
The partner programs have had difficulties in adjusting to the amount of
paperwork that is involved in partnering with Head Start.  Particularly in the
case of the school district partnership, the district has needed to take on the
paperwork involved in writing its grant proposal to access the Universal Pre-
Kindergarten Program dollars, contracting with Head Start, and tracking and
reporting the funds.  In the child care partnership, parent fee collection has
been extremely difficult, and the child care program does not feel that work-
ing with Head Start has been cost-effective as a result.  Such problems are not
entirely surprising, considering the complexity of the involved programs.

Impact on Early Care and Education Community

While some impacts on the partner programs have not been entirely benefi-
cial, the impact on the children and families involved in the programs has
been overwhelmingly positive.  The full-day, full-year programs have suc-
ceeded in meeting the needs of families, many of whom would not have been
able to work or attend school otherwise.  The majority of children being
served in the full-day, full-year classrooms represent a previously unserved
population (by child care or Head Start).  Informal feedback regarding the
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programs has also been positive from both families and community members.
Moreover, the children involved in the school district partnership have the
added benefit of becoming acquainted and comfortable with the school and
school teachers prior to entering kindergarten.  Through tailoring the kinder-
garten curriculum to that provided in the Head Start program, the school has
also been able to provide the children with greater continuity between Head
Start and kindergarten.  It is further interesting to note that one of Head Start's
partners, while voicing complaints about the partnership, simultaneously
lauded the program's benefits to the community, and indicated that these ben-
efits have largely offset the difficulties it has encountered in partnering.

FUTURE CHALLENGES

In these partnerships, Head Start and its partners do have challenges to over-
come in working together.  Some of Head Start’s partners feel that Head Start
must try and focus more attention on the needs of its partner programs, and
not simply on the goal of providing a service to families.  The child care part-
ner in particular feels that Head Start needs to be more flexible and more col-
laborative for the partnership to survive.  Another future issue that Head Start
feels that it should address is that of transportation.  Currently, Head Start
does not have any funding available for transporting its full-day, full-year
children to and from the programs.  Occasionally, lack of transportation has
resulted in children arriving late or leaving early so that they can use the trans-
portation provided for the part-day classrooms.  Head Start feels that it needs
to address this issue to make it easier for the children to stay the full day.
Another future challenge that Head Start must combat is staff burnout.  Staff
members have found themselves working increasingly long hours handling
more responsibilities due to the demands of the partnerships.  Program super-
visors fear that these stresses will lead to staff turnover and that the partner-
ships will not succeed if Head Start cannot ease the burden.

In sum, this Head Start program is an excellent example of a program that has
pursued different strategies in partnering to tailor its full-day, full-year pro-
grams to the differing needs of the children and families it serves.  Its empha-
sis on employing its own staff for the partnerships has provided interesting
insight into the degree to which maintaining program control entails sacrific-
ing a true integration of collaborating programs.  It also sheds light on how
the flavor of partnerships can differ, depending upon partnerships' goals.  As
this program entered into its partnerships primarily to reduce overall costs and
to provide a service, there was less of an emphasis on cultivating relationships
with the partner programs and promoting additional intra-community link-
ages.  At the same time, the end result of successfully providing full-day, full-
year services has been met.
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SECTION  IX – OHIO: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

This Ohio Head Start program was selected for inclusion in this analysis as an
example of a combination of Type II, Type III, and Type IV partnerships.  For
the Type II and III partnerships, the Ohio site links with child care centers to
serve a combination of Head Start-eligible children previously enrolled in the
child care center and Head Start-eligible children previously not enrolled in it.
For the Type IV partnership, it contracts with family child care providers to
serve children in a home setting for the full-day and full-year.  It was also
selected on the basis of its strong endorsement by Head Start officials, as well
as Ohio's strong reputation for Head Start and early education support.
Finally, its location within the Midwest lends geographic diversity to this
study.  

CONTEXT

Ohio is one of the nation's leaders in its support of early care and education
and is highly responsive to family needs.  Former Governor (now Senator)
Voinavich had been a firm supporter of children's issues during his tenure,
having significantly increased spending on child care as well as on state-
funded Head Start.  He is largely credited with having driven the child and
family agenda.  Under his administration, state funding for child and family
efforts dramatically increased despite the fact that overall state spending
slowed.  Head Start as well as public preschools have been the beneficiaries
of much of this increased spending.  The state has dramatically bolstered its
allocations to Head Start grantees, with the goal of providing Head Start to all
eligible children.  It is a state that understands the importance of extensive
care and education of young children as a vehicle for enhancing future eco-
nomic development. 

Ohio has led the nation in Head Start enrollment, serving 75% of all eligible
children (The Associated Press, 1998).  In 1989-1999, the state awarded
$181.3 million over two years in supplemental Head Start allocations to serve
a total of 15,000 children (NCCP, 1998).  It also expanded child care subsidies
close to 20,000 more families in 1998 by easing eligibility requirements
(Associated Press, 1998).  In addition, Ohio put added focus on linking child
care, Head Start, and public schools as part of its Family and Children First
Initiative.  This initiative is a comprehensive program that links community
efforts with the objective of providing more and better services to young chil-
dren and families, emphasizing increased access to preschool and child care
services to all children and families who may need them (NCCP, 1998).

All of these efforts have contributed to linking  previously disparate Head
Start and child care programs.  Prior to 1996 (when this site's partnership
began), Head Start and child care were very distinct entities, operating largely
in isolation from one another.  Those respondents interviewed, both from
Head Start and from child care, conceded to having known little, if anything,
about the other prior to partnering in 1996.  Oftentimes, children would go to
the child care center before and after the Head Start day, but there was mini-
mal communication between the two entities.

This Ohio Head Start
program was
selected for inclusion
in this analysis as an
example of a combi-
nation of Type II,
Type III, and Type IV
partnerships. 



53

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

The Ohio partnership began in response to the passage of welfare reform and
the subsequent need it created for full-day, full-year care.  Buttressed by state
support, Head Start programs all across Ohio moved quickly to respond to
changing family needs, and began to collaborate with other community enti-
ties to provide full-day, full-year services.  This particular Head Start program
currently partners with two types of entities to provide full-day, full-year serv-
ices:  (1) Child care centers (constituting the Type II and Type III partner-
ships), and (2) Family child care homes (constituting a Type IV partnership).
In its Type II and Type III partnerships, Head Start provides a fixed dollar
amount per Head Start child per year as well as comprehensive Head Start
services for these children.  The child care services and the educational serv-
ices are delivered by child care staff who have been trained to implement
Head Start standards.  The Head Start children remain at the center for the full
length of the day, and are integrated in the classrooms and family child care
homes with non-Head Start children.  In total, approximately 388 Head Start
children are now receiving full-day, full-year services in Type II, and Type III
partnerships.

In its Type IV partnership, Head Start bears the responsibility for providing
comprehensive services as well as providing a fixed dollar amount per Head
Start child.  The family child care providers are responsible for the child care
and educational services.  On average, about half of those children being
served by family child care prior to partnering had been Head Start-eligible
and began receiving Head Start services after the partnerships began.  In total,
approximately 70 children are now being served full-day, full-year by Head
Start in the family child care homes.

Issues that Affected the Selection of Partners

The Head Start program specifically chose these partnership types for several
reasons.  First, Head Start staff felt that children would benefit greatly if the
expertise of Head Start were blended with that of child care.  There was a
sense that, although Head Start had comprehensive knowledge about educa-
tional, social, and health services, it did not have the same level of knowledge
about basic full-day child care.  As such, it eschewed the idea of simply
expanding the Head Start day in the Head Start classroom.  Second, there was
also a desire to present parents with multiple options for their children’s edu-
cation and care.  Informal feedback indicated that some parents felt most
comfortable when their children were in a "home environment," while others
favored a classroom environment.  A third rationale behind Head Start's
method for providing full-day, full-year services was that partnering with pre-
existing facilities, as opposed to building or acquiring new Head Start class-
rooms, was cost-effective.  Finally, anticipating that many welfare recipients
would be entering into second and third shift jobs, Head Start made a point to
partner with a few family child care homes that operate on the weekend and
during late-night shifts.

In partnering with both the child care centers and the family child care
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providers, Head Start approached the providers with a very flexible mindset,
and initial contracts were signed for only six months.  Subsequent renewals
have been year-long contracts.  

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

On balance, because Head Start partnered with entities that already had many
features necessitated by full-day, full-year programs, Head Start needed to
make very few changes in its day-to-day operations as a result of partnering.
With regard to security measures, janitorial services, and transportation, the
child care centers as well as the family child care homes were already fully
equipped for full-day operations. Minor necessary changes include providing
menus to those providers who request them, and sometimes delivering food
on an ad hoc basis.    

More notable changes have taken place in Head Start staffing to accommo-
date the partnerships.  For Head Start staff that oversee operations in the part-
ner sites, Head Start has instituted what is called "flex time", to allow staff
flexibility so that they can accommodate center schedules as well as those of
parents whose children are involved in the full-day, full-year programs.  For
instance, if one staff member needs to stay late to meet with a parent, he or
she may take time off on another day to make up for those hours.

Head Start has also needed to make some changes in its eligibility criteria for
the full-day, full-year service. In addition to families having to meet basic
income eligibility criteria, consideration for the full-day, full-year slots is
based on a points system where, for example, children with special needs,
children of disabled parents, and those from single-parent families are given
higher priority for this service 

Children’s Experiences

In delivering comprehensive services to children in all the partnership pro-
grams, Head Start has not had any difficulties in adapting to its full-day, full-
year program.  

With regard to the educational services of the programs for which Head Start's
partners are responsible, some of the partners had an educational system in
place, while others did not.  For those that did, Head Start did not require that
they adopt the curriculum used by Head Start but simply reviewed all partner
program curricula to ensure adherence to developmentally appropriate guide-
lines.  For those partners who did not have an educational curriculum in place,
Head Start recommended its own for implementation.  

Because the Head Start children are integrated in the classrooms and the fam-
ily child care homes with non-Head Start children, all children, whether Head
Start or not, receive the benefits of the educational component.  Head Start
does not, however, make provisions for extending its comprehensive services
to non-Head Start children and families, although teachers have in the past
used their knowledge of Head Start resources to provide these families with
referrals.
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Family Partnerships

Engaging the family in the partnerships has demanded the most attention
from Head Start.  What is interesting, however, is that the difficulties have not
simply arisen from the lack of the availability of parents due to entering into
the workforce.  Challenges also stem from the traditional lack of emphasis
placed on family partnerships by child care.  Many child care providers tend
not to see beyond the immediate responsibilities of nurturing the well-being
and safety of the children in their charge.  Although some have adopted the
notion held by Head Start that caring for and educating children must involve
caring for and educating families, this remains foreign for other providers.
These conditions are exacerbated by the fact that there are fewer on-site Head
Start staff in the partners' centers and homes to establish family partnerships.

In response to these difficulties, Head Start tries to emphasize the importance
of engaging families in its Head Start 101 training session.  Head Start staff
have needed to adjust their schedules to establish and maintain partnerships
with the families involved in the partnerships.  Staff schedules have become
much more flexible, so that parent involvement can take place in the evenings
or on weekends.  Head Start also anticipates meeting with parents to discuss
ways to keep them better involved and informed.  At the same time, Head
Start believes that family partnerships will take hold with time as parents,
many of whom are new to Head Start, become more acquainted and comfort-
able with Head Start staff.

Program Management and Support

Managing the partnerships has necessitated a great deal of flexibility, creativ-
ity, and thought from Head Start.  It has utilized a combination of hiring, pro-
moting, re-classifying, and sharing staff in order to meet the partnerships'
staffing needs.  To manage the program, Head Start developed the position of
Child Care Coordinator, which included oversight for the child care partner-
ships.   For the purposes of support and oversight it has created two child care
monitor positions, and hired new staff to fill these roles.  For other front-line
staff, Head Start has converted some existing Head Start staff into the child
care staff to work directly in the centers.  Child care consultants have been
used to help set up classrooms, and to incorporate early childhood pedagogy
into the centers.  In addition, Head Start has augmented the hourly wages of
some child care staff to compensate for extra responsibilities presented by the
partnering. More changes have occurred administratively, facilitated in part
by Head Start's goal of not imposing too many additional responsibilities on
its partners.  Seeking to facilitate a smooth transition into the partnership,
Head Start assumed much of the partnerships' administrative responsibilities.
Head Start completes as much of the required paperwork as possible, thereby
avoiding sending it to partners unless absolutely necessary.  As a result,
administrative responsibilities of Head Start staff have increased dramatically.

Training and Compensation

Head Start has had to make provisions for increased training opportunities for
staff involved in the partnerships.  Child care staff needed to familiarize them-
selves with Head Start Performance Standards and, on the flip side, Head
Start staff working in the partnerships needed to familiarize themselves with
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child care operations. Head Start required that all child care staff involved in
the partnership attend a Head Start 101 class, which it held on evenings and
Saturdays.  This training session acquaints new staff members with Head
Start philosophies as well as the Revised Head Start Performance Standards.
The staff members are also invited to any Head Start in-service trainings that
take place on Fridays, although work schedules often prevent child care staff
attendance.  Additionally, Head Start provides monthly training opportunities
that integrate Head Start and child care staff.  For all mandatory trainings,
Head Start compensates staff members for their time.

Head Start has also provided increases in staff salaries and fringe benefits in
several cases.  For those providers who obtain their CDA, the per-child allot-
ment increases by $5 per-child per-week.  On several occasions, Head Start
has supplemented the hourly wages of a child care staff position with the pur-
pose of attracting and maintaining better qualified staff.  Also, by paying the
membership dues for family child care providers to join the National Associa-
tion for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), Head Start was able to
provide them with liability insurance.

Governance

Maintaining parent participation in governance has been challenging.  Ini-
tially, the decreasing availability of parents due to work and/or training ini-
tially caused a dramatic decline in participation.  Recognizing the importance
of having families involved in governance, Head Start began to schedule its
Policy Council meetings for the evenings, and provided dinner and babysit-
ting.  Due to these efforts, attendance has doubled. 

Beyond these measures, Head Start has also made a point of encouraging non-
Head Start parents to attend Policy Council meetings.  Head Start believes
that a true integration of the programs requires integrating not simply the chil-
dren but also the parents.  At the same time, Head Start finds itself tied in its
efforts to incorporate these parents by the mandate that allows only Head Start
parents to serve as parent representatives in the Policy Council.  As such,
those non-Head Start parents who do attend, do so as observers. 

Accountability

When Head Start began partnering to provide full-day, full-year services, it
emphasized staff flexibility to make the transition as easy as possible for its
partners.  This same flexibility that facilitates partnering is not always con-
ducive to partner programs' adhering to the Revised Head Start Performance
Standards.  While Head Start still places importance on delivering services of
the highest quality, it felt that strictly monitoring program compliance in the
earlier stages of partnering places too heavy a burden on its partners.  At the
outset, Head Start hired child care consultants to act as classroom advisers,
assigned classroom mentors to the partner sites, and required the Head Start
101 training, but did not scrutinize the programs to discern if they were meet-
ing all the Revised Performance Standards.  Once the partners became more
comfortable with the partnership arrangement, Head Start staff began to place
more emphasis on compliance.  The key here was establishing productive
relationships whereby each of the partners became open and trusting of the
other.
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Currently, the partner programs are much more comfortable with the Revised
Performance Standards, but still require guidance from Head Start to incorpo-
rate fully the standards into their program.  For this purpose, Head Start
employs its standard process of self-assessment, which it finds adequate for
ensuring accountability.  Its monitors visit the partner sites two to three times
a month to assess compliance with not only Head Start standards but with
Ohio's child care licensing requirements.  

Finances

Flexibility also characterizes the approach Head Start took in its financial
arrangements with its partners.  In all partnerships, partners are presented
with the option of receiving a per-child stipend, or receiving in-kind benefits
(e.g., a new playground or kitchen) an option which some partners have
taken.  The per-child rate varies between $25-$30 per-child per-week depend-
ing upon the site and upon the credentials of the provider, with the those
providers having a CDA receiving more than those who do not.  These
stipends help cover the costs of the educational component of the program.
Additional funding needed by providers is typically collected through parent
fees.  Although Head Start itself does not collect any fees from parents, a child
care center will collect fees for the child care portion of the day from Head
Start parents based on a sliding scale.  The stipends are lower than those for
some of the other partnerships covered in this study, and the child care part-
ners receive many non-monetary benefits.  Of those respondents interviewed,
none voiced any complaints with regard to their financial arrangements with
Head Start.

For all partnerships, Head Start further covers all expenses of the comprehen-
sive services it provides such as child care consultants, nutrition, hearing and
vision services, among others.  Additionally, if a provider has a need that it
cannot afford, Head Start tries to accommodate that need to the best of its
ability.  To date, Head Start has provided many benefits on a case-by-case
basis such as indoor and outdoor play equipment, chairs, bookshelves, and
first aid equipment.

In terms of accounting for its various financial arrangements, Head Start has
found it necessary to make some changes.  Using state funding has necessi-
tated that Head Start file separate quarterly reports required by the state.  In
these, the program must further separate out those funds  being used for the
partner programs.  It is important to note that Head Start used state Head Start
funding instead of federal funding for all of its full-day, full-year partnerships
because it believed the rigidity associated with the federal funding would not
only have hindered the development of the partnerships but would have
required much more adjustment on the part of Head Start to accommodate
strict federal accounting guidelines. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on Head Start Program

The impacts of Head Start's partnerships have been overwhelmingly benefi-
cial.  In the past three years since the first partnerships began, Head Start has
gained a much greater understanding of the early care and education commu-
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nity and of the ways in which they can work together in a mutually beneficial
manner to provide enhanced services for children and families.  Its partners
now have a greater understanding of Head Start and the kinds of services it
provides.  Previously, child care centers were reluctant to enter into binding
partnerships with Head Start.  Head Start cannot meet the demands of all the
child care providers who have expressed interest in linking.  Head Start has
been able to dispel the notion that its partnerships were attempts to appropri-
ate community child care, and respondents have attributed this development
to the respectful approach that Head Start adopted with its child care partners.
Today, it is not uncommon for parents  to enroll their children with a child
care provider contingent upon whether the provider partners with Head Start.

Moreover, collaborating to provide full-day, full-year services has forced the
Head Start program to expand its linkages with other community entities.
Currently, Head Start collaborates with the Department of  Mental Health, the
Department of Human Services, the Department of Education, hospitals, den-
tists, community health clinics and Ham & Co. Department of Health, and the
media to provide a more integrated system of services for children and fami-
lies.  It has also collaborated with three other Head Start grantees in other
counties to submit a grant to a community health foundation for funding to
provide health and dental services to uninsured and low-income children.
The grant was awarded for two years in the amount of $326,000.

It is important to note that these impressive efforts are due in large part to the
leadership of the Head Start director.  The partnerships as well as the afore-
mentioned collaborations with other community partners have taken place
under his leadership and guidance, and those respondents interviewed credit
him with having provided the support, flexibility, and energy to catalyze these
intra-community linkages.

Impact on Head Start Fiscally

Although expanding its services to include full-day, full-year Head Start has
generated additional expenses for Head Start, the data demonstrate that Head
Start was able to save itself money through partnering to deliver the services.
Head Start estimates that its per-child per-year cost for its part-day children is
$3,963.  Its per-child per-year costs for the full-day Type IV partnership is
only slightly greater at $4,225 and those for its full-day Type II and III part-
nerships are $4,440.  It is clear that the partnerships have proven cost-effec-
tive.  

As mentioned, Head Start relies on state Head Start dollars to meet these
costs.  The state Head Start allocation to this program began at $5600 per-
child per-year in 1994 to cover a total of 18 children.  Since then, the per-child
amount has decreased to $4,000, but the number of children being served by
these funds has increased to 250.  In all, this represents a total increase in state
dollars from $100,800 to $1 million between 1994 and 1999.

Concomitantly, Head Start has also been able to access other sources of fund-
ing through its increased community linkages.  These funds have been critical
in not only sustaining the partnerships for full-day, full-year services, but also
in expanding the array of services Head Start offers.  It has received four
major grants, ranging from $12,000 to $60,000, for a variety of needs such as
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installing a playground and recruiting and training more family child care
providers.  The program has also been able to institute a therapeutic Head
Start program for 15 abused and neglected children by consolidating its fund-
ing from the Department of Human Services and a nearby university.

What Head Start does not receive in the form of monetary exchange, it
receives as in-kind support.  Such exchanges have resulted in increased cost-
savings for Head Start since it will exchange services it has readily available
for other services that it may need.  For instance, a developmental disabilities
program provided speech therapy in exchange for food services.

Impact on Partner Programs

Head Start's partners have also benefited significantly from their partnership
relationships.  Although some of the child care partners have cited difficulties
in fully understanding and incorporating the Revised Head Start Performance
Standards into their programs, they also state that the advantages conferred by
the partnership have outweighed any concerns.  And, on balance, the partner
programs have had to make very few adjustments to accommodate the part-
nerships, because Head Start placed few demands on these providers yet has
offered a variety of supports in the form of consultants, monitors, equipment,
liability insurance, and training.

Perhaps the greatest benefit to the partner programs has been access to the
resources that Head Start offers.  Partner sites are able to utilize Head Start's
linkages with the schools, hospitals, and county and state agencies.  More-
over, Head Start's partnerships with a wide array of different child care
providers have been critical in linking these providers with each other to share
information and provide support.  Providers also credit the partnership for
having made their programs more professional, particularly those that were
able to receive their CDA credential with the help of Head Start.

Impact on Early Childhood Community

Having begun these partnerships with the ultimate goal of serving all children
and families in need of early care and education, Head Start has been able to
provide numerous benefits to its community.  Through this program, close to
300 children are now receiving full-day, full-year Head Start and child care
services.  Head Start children commingle with non-Head Start children and
the latter receive many of the same educational benefits as Head Start chil-
dren.  Child care providers are also much better equipped to provide resource
and referral services to parents, and the Head Start emphasis on serving par-
ents as well as children has encouraged child care to adopt this same mental-
ity.  Provision of care is beginning to shift from the traditional child-centered
approach to a more family-centered approach.  However, it is not simply the
early care and education community that has benefited from this effort.  Pro-
vision of full-day care with flexible hours has facilitated parents' entrance into
the workforce, and several employers have contacted Head Start expressing
gratitude for these services.

FUTURE CHALLENGES

As these partnerships continue and as new ones grow, Head Start is faced with
challenges.  It must focus on continuing to provide high-quality care as it
expands its program and its linkages with the community.  To date, faltering
quality of services has not been a problem because of the relatively manage-
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able size of the program.  There are concerns, however, that expansion of
these partnerships may compromise quality.  To combat this, Head Start antic-
ipates having to increase and tighten its monitoring, perhaps hire more staff,
provide more training opportunities, and establish more channels of commu-
nication between Head Start and its partners.

In sum, this Head Start program has come a long way in just a few years.  Its
partnerships for full-day, full-year services have been undeniably successful
because of the innovative and flexible approach that it took with its partner
programs.  Its additional collaborations with other community entities support
the notion that this Head Start program has truly adopted a holistic approach
to serving children and families and its partnerships have not simply been a
means to the end of providing full-day, full-year services.  The partnerships
have further generated additional collaborations with a wide array of commu-
nity members to provide better and more services to the community.
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SECTION X – PENNSYLVANIA: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

This Pennsylvania Head Start program was selected for inclusion in this study
as an example of a combination of Type I and Type II partnerships.  It
accesses non-Head Start money to lengthen the day and year of its part-day
classrooms, and it partners with child care centers to provide Head Start serv-
ices to children already enrolled in that center.  The Type I program began
approximately five years ago, and the Type II program is less than two years
old, having begun in March of 1998.  It was thought that the freshness of the
Type II partnership would provide interesting insights into the issues atten-
dant to the earlier stages of partnering.  This program also lends geographic
diversity to this study as a program within a northeastern state.

CONTEXT

Early care and education in Pennsylvania tends to garner little support from
the legislative sector.  Improvement initiatives stem largely from the entrepre-
neurial efforts of local programs and communities.  Although the current
Ridge administration points to a 65% increase in state funding for child care
over the past three years, it was also the focus of severe criticism for its Child
Care Works initiative which, among others, raised copayments for parents
while simultaneously reducing income eligibility levels in order to provide
subsidies for a greater number of families as part of its welfare reform effort
(O'Matz, 1998).  Child care in Pennsylvania, even in times of economic pros-
perity, is regarded more as a means to allow parents to work rather than as a
service to promote the growth and well-being of children.

As such, initiatives surrounding early care and education are largely commu-
nity-based, and local advocacy efforts tend to be strong.  Community leaders
are very active in promoting the needs of the early childhood education com-
munity through conferences such as last year's "Children's Day on the Hill."
This day-long conference was aimed at increasing legislative understanding
of child care needs (Grzyboski, 1998) and received significant attention from
the media.  Pennsylvania's unique and creative local efforts to provide child
care was also the subject of a documentary broadcast on Lifetime Television
that featured the efforts of the Bethlehem Area School District and Northamp-
ton Community College's Early Childhood Education Program to collaborate
to provide supervisory and educational programs for children from birth to
age 16 (Willistein, 1999).  The area in which this Head Start program is
located has been one of the more active communities in advocating for and
promoting the plight of early care and education needs.  Early care and educa-
tion community members in the area have been well-connected with each
other, having a long history of dialogue and collaboration. 

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

The Community Services for Children, the grantee for Head Start, initially
began its Type I partnership to extend the Head Start day and year by access-
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ing additional non-Head Start funding, in 1993.  Operating four full-day, full-
year classrooms, Head Start serves a total of 80 children in this setting using a
combination of federal part-day Head Start funds, child care subsidies, and
parent fees.  This program is run solely by Head Start staff. Its Type II partner-
ship began in March of 1998 in response to the passage of welfare reform.  It
became clear that Head Start needed to find a way to serve more children as
parents began to enter the workforce particularly because, at that time, only
about half of the states' Head Start-eligible children were being served (Grzy-
boski, 1998).  Without the necessary funds or space to open new classrooms,
Head Start decided to partner with two prominent child care centers in the
area, herein referred to as Partner A and Partner B.  In this partnership, Head
Start income eligible children previously enrolled in the child care centers
were identified and began receiving Head Start comprehensive services while
still receiving full-day care and educational services in the child care center
by child care staff.  The child care centers are responsible for providing the
educational services and meeting Head Start's Revised Performance Stan-
dards while Head Start is responsible for providing the comprehensive serv-
ices.  In addition, Head Start provided $1000 per child per year to assist with
meeting Head Start classroom standards.  This program serves a total of 88
children.

Issues that Affected the  Selection of Partners

Head Start specifically chose to work with these partners because both focus
their efforts on low-income children, and both had a very strong educational
component in place before partnering with Head Start.  As well, Partner A had
once provided comprehensive social services much like those of Head Start to
its children and families until it could no longer access funding for these.
Thus, Head Start knew that Partner A believed in the Head Start philosophy of
family partnerships and that they shared Head Start's vision for serving chil-
dren and families.  Partner B and Head Start were comfortable working with
each other because they had previously worked together to provide services
such as family referrals.

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

It was anticipated that the impact of the partnerships on day-to-day Head Start
functions would differ according to partnership type.  On balance, however,
Head Start has indicated that its basic operations needed little adjustment in
order to accommodate either its Type I or its Type II partnerships.

For its Type I program, Head Start shifted its hours of operation from the tra-
ditional 4.5 hour day to an 11.5 hour day spanning from 6:30 a.m. to 6 p.m.  It
did not, however, find that the extended hours necessitated any changes in
security measures, janitorial services, or food services (with the exception of
having added an afternoon snack) because provisions for those were in place
for their part-day program, and extending them into the evenings and the sum-
mer required little more than extra funding.  The Head Start program does not
provide any transportation for these children and has not found this to be any
greater a problem than for its part-day programs in terms of attendance.  Inter-
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estingly, in seeing the benefits to parents of having a program operating
beyond traditional Head Start hours, Head Start has also started varying the
opening hour of its part-day programs to try to better meet the needs of its par-
ents.
The Type II partnership, as well, necessitated few changes within Head Start's
daily operations because Head Start was able to take advantage of the child
care centers' operations already in place such as janitorial services, full-day,
full-year early care and education service, security, and foodservice.  More-
over, because the children participating in this partnership were already
enrolled in the child care centers, Head Start did not need to make any adjust-
ments within its own operations to help transition the children and families.  

One change that Head Start has had to adopt for both partnership types is that
of its eligibility guidelines.  In addition to parents having to fall within income
eligibility guidelines, Head Start now mandates that the parents of children
enrolled in the full-day, full-year programs show proof of employment or
schooling. 

Children's Experiences

For both full-day, full-year programs, few changes in the day-to-day schedule
of the children were needed.  With regard to educational services in the Type I
partnership, teachers added a quiet time after lunch but found that extending
the time allotted for educational activities filled the extended day.  For its
Type II partnership, Head Start did place a classroom mentor at each of the
child care centers to provide the partner staff with added support, but it also
had the luxury of having partnered with two child care organizations that had
previously operated a full-day, developmentally appropriate educational pro-
gram.  These, Head Start did not need to concentrate so much on monitoring
the educational program as it did on supporting it.  Funding was directed at
enhancing the program already in place.  Both Head Start and its partners
point to the existence of a sound educational program as a key in easing the
transition into the partnership.

With regard to provision of the comprehensive services, for the Type I part-
nership, Head Start employs the same service delivery mode used in its part-
day classrooms, and there have been no indications that the extended day has
raised any additional issues.  Delivering the comprehensive services for its
Type II partnership with Partner B, however, did necessitate a few changes
because Partner B had previously employed a social services counselor in its
center.  Head Start has established a system where its family advocate works
with the Partner B social services counselor to respond to families' needs and
to establish family partnerships.  For both Type II partner programs, Head
Start provides transportation for the children to receive the comprehensive
services and, when screenings are done on-site, it is not uncommon for all
children to be screened, whether enrolled in Head Start or not.

Family Partnerships

In both programs, Head Start has found parent involvement a challenge
because of the increasing number of working parents. To address this issue,
Head Start has employed some innovative strategies, tailoring itself to the
needs of the parents.  Parent meetings are now held in the evenings or on
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weekends, and Head Start also provides incentives for parents to come in the
form of dinners and free child care.  Head Start staff have found it necessary
to make their schedules more flexible in order to meet the needs of increas-
ingly unavailable parents, employing such strategies as conducting home vis-
its both in the homes and at the workplace.  At one of the full-day, full-year
sites, Head Start has created a parent learning lab so that parents may access
at their convenience employment, literacy and parenting materials, videos,
and books.  In the family partnerships within the Type II partnership, Head
Start has assigned at least one family advocate to each of its partner's pro-
grams, thus anticipating difficulties in forging relationships with parents
because the children are located outside of the Head Start center.

Program Management and Support

For both its Type I and Type II partnerships, Head Start has had to accommo-
date accompanying demands with changes in program management and sup-
port.  Head Start doubled the number of front-line staff in its Type I program,
moving from a system of one teacher and one teacher aide to that of two
teachers and two teacher aides per classroom.  Finding that its pre-existing
management and administrative structure were sufficient to accommodate the
expansion, Head Start has not needed to do additional hiring. 

More changes have occurred resulting from the Type II partnerships. Typi-
cally these changes were decided between managers from Head Start and its
two child care partners before the partnerships began.  For example, the group
decided that Head Start would have to hire a separate manager specifically to
oversee the partnership.  In order to promote a sense of joint ownership, man-
agers from all three programs (Head Start, Partner A, and Partner B) partici-
pated in the hiring process.  To promote this sense of equal partnering, the
group created a Leadership and Management Team composed of upper-level
management from the three partners; this group meets monthly to discuss any
partnership issues that have arisen.  The partnership also  formed a Continu-
ous Improvement Team (CIT) composed of all staff participating in this part-
nership to tackle areas where programmatic improvement was needed.  This
team meets monthly. 

With regard to front-line staffing for the Type II partnerships, Head Start
deemed it necessary to have some permanent Head Start staff in the centers
and has hired two classroom mentors and three family advocates.  Whether
due to the increased demands placed on these staff because of the partnership
or due to reasons altogether unrelated to partnering, there has been consider-
able turnover among Head Start staff working in the child care centers, and
partners are concerned that this may prove to be an ongoing problem.

Training and Compensation

As the structures of the different partnerships are themselves different, provi-
sions for training have also differed along partnership type.  To facilitate a
smooth integration of the increased number of staff in its Type I program,
Head Start offered a one-time workshop that focused on teamwork.  Beyond
this workshop, Head Start has not felt the need for ongoing training for staff
in this partnership because program supervisors and managers are all located
within the center itself.  As such, any problems arising in the classrooms can
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be addressed on the spot through one-to-one communication with supervi-
sors.

Partnership managers predicted that a greater degree of preparation would be
needed for the Type II partnership because of its added complexity.  The same
degree of thought and preparation that characterized the process of establish-
ing program management and support structures for this partnership also
characterized the provisions made for training prior to the start.  Head Start
required participation in three orientation sessions for all partnership staff.
The sessions addressed  relationship building, integration of NAEYC Accred-
itation standards and the Revised Head Start Performance Standards, the
strengths of both Head Start and child care including what they could offer
each other, and team building.  After the partnership began, additional train-
ings were held for partnership supervisors and staff involved in the CIT.  

Head Start feels that the trainings have helped staff successfully transition
into both partnerships.  It does provide optional workshops that cover topics
such as setting up and using classroom equipment, time and task manage-
ment, and working with challenging children.  All staff, Head Start or child
care, may participate in these workshops. A barrier to providing training at
both Head Start and partner programs has been the lack of substitute staff
available to enable staff to come out of the classroom for training.

Today, there have not been any changes in staff salaries or fringe benefits in
either Head Start or the child care centers resulting from the expansion to full-
day, full-year services.  This is a point of contention for Partner A, which
believes that  additional funding to augment current teacher salaries is impor-
tant.

Governance

Policy Council meetings have been shifted to evening hours because of the
fact that many parents are no longer available during the daytime.  The Policy
Council has also expanded its membership to include five members represent-
ing the Type II partnership to ensure that the needs of the partnership, are ade-
quately represented.  Head Start has also taken the added step of inviting par-
ents of non-Head Start children from the child care centers to attend all
meetings, which a few parents have done.  By mandate, however, these par-
ents cannot become members of the council as parent representatives; as per
the Revised Head Start Performance Standards.

Accountability

In order to ensure compliance with the Revised Performance Standards, Head
Start has not instituted any accountability measures for its Type I partnership
different from those of its part-day classrooms.  It has found that staff
involved in this partnership have been sufficiently trained and that supervi-
sory structures within the centers are adequate to ensure compliance.  

For its Type II partnerships, however, Head Start predicted that additional
measures would be needed because daily supervision by Head Start cannot
take place in the child care centers to the same degree as in its classrooms.  It
made preparations for this in the form of the Leadership and Management
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Team as well as the CIT, and has found that these structures have successfully
met the goal of providing support to the partnership as well as ensuring com-
pliance.  The Leadership and Management Team meets on a monthly basis
and, as one of its responsibilities, reviews whether or not the programs are in
compliance with  Revised Performance Standards.  It then discusses ways in
which quality may be improved.  Past examples of such problem solving
include providing toothbrushes for the centers and delivering fluoride to the
children.  Aside from the Leadership and Management Team, the CIT and the
classroom mentors provide a mechanism of formal and ongoing monitoring
on a micro-management level.

Finances

To support both types of full-day, full-year partnerships, Head Start has been
very creative with finances, employing different strategies of accessing fund-
ing and utilizing existing funding.  When it began its Type I program, Head
Start did not receive any additional federal Head Start funds.  Instead, it
accessed state child care subsidies.  These subsidies are accompanied by a
designated parent fee that Head Start collects.  For those parents not receiving
child care subsidies, Head Start based its fee collection on standard rates
charged at other child care centers, charging parents the lowest of these rates.
Realizing that fee collection could potentially raise tensions between staff and
parents, Head Start adopted a policy of requiring parents to send their fees
through the mail.  But, because Head Start has traditionally been "free," par-
ents are not comfortable with, or accustomed to paying for, their children's
care.  For these reasons, Head Start has found some difficulties in collecting
the fees and is working closely with the parents to have them accept responsi-
bility for sending fees in on time.

In its Type II program, Head Start accessed federal Head Start expansion
funding.  This money provides salaries of additional staff and funds compre-
hensive services for the children enrolled in this program. It also provides a
fixed dollar amount of $1000 per child this year to its program partners,
which both partners have used for program enhancement, such as purchasing
new classroom equipment.  

With regard to financial accounting, although Head Start has needed to incor-
porate additional funding streams into its accounting system, it has done so
easily.  The private, not-for-profit agency that runs the Head Start program, is
a large human services agency whose fiscal operations cover a variety of
other programs, and already had sophisticated accounting systems in place to
accommodate Head Start's diversification.  Greater changes in fiscal reporting
have taken place in the partner programs, where Partner B in particular has
adopted a separate accounting procedure for the Head Start portion of their
program.

Overall, Head Start has found its full-day, full-year programs cost-effective,
as have its partner programs.  Through sharing the full-day, full-year expense
of the Type II program with partners, Head Start has been able to reduce its
expenses.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on Head Start Program

For both its Type I and Type II partnerships, Head Start has effectively met its
goal providing full-day, full-year services and serving more children and fam-
ilies.  Through the challenges they have encountered, particularly in the Type
II partnership, staff have learned a great deal about working with other pro-
gram staff.  Head Start has also learned essential lessons regarding partner-
ships and the value of preparation, communication, and mutual respect.
Simultaneously, the rigors of operating a full-day, full-year program, particu-
larly within the Type II partnership, have taken some tolls.  While a certain
degree of attrition accompanies all early education programs, Head Start has
experienced greater staff turnover in its Type II partnership than normally
expected.  Although the partners have not found this to have affected the over-
all quality of the services to children and families, they do recommend that
Head Start continue to address this issue to ensure continuity of service.

Impact on Head Start Fiscally

As with many other aspects of the partnerships, the costs to Head Start of run-
ning its partnerships vary between types.  In its Type I program, the overall
costs to Head Start have been significantly greater than those for its part-day
program, as might be expected.  Currently, the cost for full-day children in
these classrooms is $10,200 per child per year compared with $7,500 for its
part-day children.  However, having been able to tap into state child care sub-
sidies as well as parent fees.  Head Start has been able to continue the pro-
gram without needing to access more than its standard part-day federal Head
Start funds.  The child care subsidies and parent fees comprise $160,000 of
the annual Type I program budget.

In its Type II partnership, by splitting the programmatic responsibilities
between itself and its partners, Head Start has reduced its costs to $5300 per-
child per-year (inclusive of the $1000 per-child per-year given directly to the
partners) in comparison with its part-day program costs.  To cover these costs,
Head Start has received federal expansion funds of $483,000 (matched by
$120,000 in in-kind services) per year to cover 88 children (Devlin, R., 1998).

Impact on Partner Program

Through partnering with Head Start, both Partner A and Partner B have access
to new classroom equipment that they could not previously afford.  Moreover,
through acquiring this equipment, utilizing Head Start trainings and work-
shops, and working with classroom mentors, they have been able to enhance
their educational programs.  Partner B in particular, has found Head Start's
emphasis on parent involvement helpful in that it has been able to forge better
relationships with its children's families.  It has also been able to reinstall the
comprehensive services component of their program that it had previously
eliminated because of funding constraints.  Additionally, both partners have
received increased recognition from the community as Head Start partners,
due in part to media coverage of the partnerships' establishment.

Therefore, it might be
more appropriate to
attribute these most
recent partnerships to
a rich collaboration
context, rather than
to particular incen-
tives associated with
the Head Start initia-
tive.



68

At the same time, the partnership has placed some additional pressures on
both partner programs that have been challenging.  Both have needed to
adjust their schedules to accommodate the increased amount of paperwork
associated with the partnership, such as tracking children and updating chil-
dren's portfolios.  As well, members of the Leadership and Management Team
and the CIT have needed to accommodate ongoing meetings, which, while
helpful, are also time-consuming.  

Impact on Early Childhood Community

It is difficult to assess the impact these partnerships have had on the greater
early childhood delivery system for several reasons.  First, because these part-
nerships are relatively new, it is possible that they have brought changes to the
local early care and education system that are not yet apparent.  Time will tell
what kind of impacts the partnerships, particularly the Type II partnership,
have had in catalyzing similar efforts. 

Another difficulty in assessing local impacts is that, these partnerships have
taken place in a community well-known for intra-community dialogue and
collaboration.  All three Type II partners, Head Start, Partner A, and Partner B
are very prominent in the community and were previously familiar with each
others' operations, having even worked together on several occasions.  There-
fore, it might be more appropriate to attribute these most recent partnerships
to a rich collaboration context, rather than to particular incentives associated
with the Head Start initiative.

FUTURE CHALLENGES

As successful as these partnerships have been, they are still young and have
much room to grow.  Despite the success of having provided families with
full-day, full-year Head Start services, the relationship between Head Start
and its Type II program partners has not always been smooth.  Head Start as
well as partner program representatives point to several areas in need of
future attention.  Head Start feels that there must be provisions in place to
assist partner programs to meet the Revised Head Start Performance Stan-
dards.  With the demands inherent in any partnering effort, one partner having
to impose rigid standards on another can exacerbate the difficulties, and Head
Start has found this to be the case.  Head Start staff also feel they must work
harder to sell the Head Start philosophy of comprehensive services for chil-
dren and families to its partners, and that, as of yet, the partners have not gone
beyond the very minimum standards of compliance.  For its part, Partner A
believes that Head Start could provide its program with more funding, and
that more communication needs to take place around financial needs.

For this Head Start program, despite challenges that remain, Head Start has
come a long way in its partnerships, and has accomplished much in a very
short period of time.  The Head Start program is characterized by thoughtful,
creative, and communicative staff.  The intense amount of preparation that it
put into particularly its Type II partnership has allowed it to sidestep many of
the pitfalls that some other partnerships have encountered.  It has sought dia-
logue not only between its own front-line and management staff, but also
from its partners.  It established systems to facilitate this communication in
the form of a Leadership and Management Team and a CIT on which both
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SECTION XI – SOUTHERN OREGON: A CASE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

The Southern Oregon Head Start Program is a single purpose agency in Cen-
tral Point, Oregon whose mission is to provide Head Start services to (cur-
rently) 860 Head Start and Early Head Start children and families in a multi-
county area.  Its service area primarily is rural.  Until the advent of this
partnership, the program provided services through a six-hour per day model
for ten months per year.  It was chosen for inclusion in this study because it is
located in a progressive state that has been supportive of child and family
services, serves a rural population in an area with a limited human resource
system, and is a single-service Head Start grantee.  The program was also rec-
ommended by the State Head Start Collaboration Project Director.  The
Southern Oregon Head Start Program is an example of a Type I partnership,
using non-Head Start funds to lengthen the Head Start day and year.

CONTEXT

Approximately seven years ago, the State of Oregon's Department of Educa-
tion began to explore strategies that could be used to both promote the build-
ing of locally coordinated services, and to extend Head Start's comprehensive
service delivery model to additional children and families.  As part of that ini-
tiative, the state legislature and governor provided pre-kindergarten funds for
both public schools and private agencies that linked dollars to the meeting of
Head Start's Revised Performance Standards.  These funds provided a vehicle
for Oregon's Head Start programs to offer services to additional children and
families.  For the Southern Oregon Head Start program, this funding stream
opened the doors to the challenges and opportunities of managing multiple
funding streams.

This emphasis on partnerships among public agencies, and between the pub-
lic and private sectors, as a strategy to enhance services to Oregon's children
and families has been given additional impetus by the support of the state's
current Governor, John Kitzhaber. He and the appropriate ACF federal offi-
cials have signed a partnership agreement that should ensure a collaborative
system for service delivery and management between these two systems so
that 50 percent of all income-eligible three and four- year- old Oregon chil-
dren will receive services by 1999, and 100 percent will be included by 2004.
An agreement was also reached between the Oregon Department of Educa-
tion and the Adult and Families Services Association to encourage joint
efforts that would promote the economic self sufficiency of low-income fami-
lies. They noted the importance of stable and affordable child care arrange-
ments as one of the critical supports for self sufficiency.

Approximately five years ago, the State engaged in a Welfare Reform Initia-
tive that preceded that of the Federal government.  This included the estab-
lishment of: (a) time lines for reducing and ultimately stopping family bene-
fits, and (b) a stepping stone process for families to move from welfare to
work.  One result of this Initiative was that, by three years ago, those adults
most able to quickly move into the work force had done so.  Consequently, the
welfare rolls in Oregon have been reduced by 60%.  However, those adults
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remaining in the welfare system were those facing multiple challenges and
barriers, including substance abuse, illiteracy and mental illness.  Recogniz-
ing that integration of these family members into the work force would
require multiple support systems, county-based offices of the Oregon Divi-
sion of Adult and Family Services (The Division) began to reach out to other
community agencies.  The Division especially was interested in working with
programs that could provide a variety of progressively more responsible
experiences to family members, including available employment opportuni-
ties after a period of job training.  The Head Start program appeared to be the
only local option that met these criteria.

At the same time, the federal Head Start Bureau offered programs an expan-
sion opportunity through a competitive bidding process that awarded addi-
tional points for those proposals that presented a partnership option resulting
in full-day, full-year services.  The Southern Oregon Head Start program,
based on its own experiences in managing multiple funding streams, felt that
it was well positioned to embark on such a partnership.

Predicated on a long listing of solid relationships, the two agencies planned a
partnership that would result in full-day, full-year services to 60 children and
families in three classes at two Head Start centers in relatively densely popu-
lated areas of Jackson and Josephine Counties. 

This partnership met the needs of the Head Start program in part because,
while involved closely with the local Resource and Referral agency and the
community college early childhood training program, Head Start did not wish
to partner with local child care agencies at this time.  Not only were there few
child care resources available in this rural area, but those services that might
be interested may not have been of the quality required by the Head Start
Revised Performance Standards.  

NATURE OF PARTNERSHIPS

Service Delivery Model

The partners in this project are the Southern Oregon Head Start Program and
the Jackson and Josephine Counties' Office of the Oregon Division of Adult
and Family Services.  The nature of the partnership is that the Division pro-
vides funding to cover a portion of the extended services that are offered to
the children and families beyond that which is funded by the ACF Region X
Head Start Bureau.  

The service delivery model offers full-day services to 60 Head Start-eligible
children and families for 48 weeks per year (Services are not offered for one
week at Christmas and in the spring and for two weeks in August).  The serv-
ices to children are provided by the Head Start program, in three classrooms
of 20 children each, with one classroom in each of three centers.  Typically,
services are provided from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., depending on families'
needs. 

These services are funded by a combination of federal Head Start funds and
Oregon child care dollars from the Division of Adult and Family Services.
The Division of Adult and Family Services provides $309 per month per child
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in one county and $313 per month per child in another.  These rates are the
highest paid for child care in each county.  The Head Start program is guaran-
teed these rates irrespective of the attendance of each child, although the pro-
gram does report attendance per child during its monthly billing process.  The
Head Start program had to assure the Division that it had attendance and fol-
low up procedures in place.

In addition to the children's services, the Head Start program and Division
staff serve as co-case managers for the delivery of services to families.  Along
with family members, the Head Start Family Advocate and the Division's
Case Worker design a case management plan that includes a series of activi-
ties to expand the adult's job readiness skills.  Many, if not all, of these activi-
ties can occur in the Head Start center, including classroom volunteering,
GED parent education classes, and participation in governance activities.  All
parents in this project are required to do at least one classroom observation in
their child's classroom each year.

Issues that Affected the Selection of Partners 

As noted above, the Head Start program already had made a decision that it
wished to deliver the children's educational services directly, in large measure
because it was not confident that potential local program partners had the
capacity to offer services of high quality.  Thus, Head Start's priority was to
find a fiscal partner.

The Division's priority was to find a partner that could provide comprehen-
sive service support to families with a constellation of needs. Their primary
goal thus was parent training and job opportunities with the child care serv-
ices being an added bonus.  The service delivery model chosen reflected Head
Start's need to extend its hours and days of service, while retaining the capac-
ity to close during the four weeks that the agency itself typically closes.  The
model reflects the Division's desire to provide an intensive level and compre-
hensive range of services to hard-to-serve families, leading to possible job
opportunities.

PROGRAM CHANGES

Operations

Expanding to full-day, full-year services did require an expansion of direct
service delivery hours, so that the centers could be open from 7.30 a.m. to
5.30 p.m., depending on families’ needs.  The program reviewed its staffing
patterns to ensure that there would be two staff available at the evening clos-
ing, to provide security for staff who closed the center.  No impact on custo-
dial services was experienced, but the program did add an afternoon snack to
the breakfast and lunch that are routinely served to all Head Start children.

The program employs the same transportation system for the 60 children in
this project as it does for its entire operation.  A specific number of slots are
available for bus riders, and these are distributed to families who have no
cars, until all slots are full. At this point, no additional transportation from
Head Start is available, and parents must provide their own transportation for
the child. Should a family whose child is transported by Head Start later
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obtain access to a car, the bus slot of their child is taken back by the program,
so that another child may access the slot.

Children's Experiences

When the Head Start program first engaged in the extended program, it
sought the services of a staff person from the Region X Head Start Quality
Improvement Center who had extensive child care experience.  He and the
staff reviewed the six-hour curriculum and schedule to ascertain what
changes would need to be made in order to accommodate a longer day.  While
this project retained their use of the Creative Curriculum, it employed addi-
tional curriculum resources from a variety of sources, including the Emergent
Curriculum literature. Teachers also were trained to handle issues that emerg-
ed around toileting issues.

Staff found that the afternoons were more difficult than the mornings, largely
because the children themselves found nap-time to be a difficult experience.
The staff speculated that some of the children in the full-day model were the
most challenging in the Head Start program because they had high activity
levels and did not have previous experiences with activities that were slow-
placed.  Therefore, program staff consulted with a psychologist to design
strategies that would help children handle calming experiences. Staff sched-
ules were adjusted to ensure that all staff were present during nap time, so that
children could receive individual attention and positive reinforcement for
responsive behaviors.

Staff also found that children's projects could be extended beyond the finite
time associated with a part-day program. In the full-day program, while a
project may not be finished during the proscribed time, children could return
to the project later that day, or on another day. This has been a lesson that has
been shared throughout the Head Start program, where all teachers now are
encouraged to consider allowing children to return to their projects on another
day.

The program also found that it was necessary to institute specific toilet train-
ing procedures; a need they had not experienced prior to this project.  The
staff's speculation is that the lack of consistent toileting behaviors may be cor-
related with the fact that the 60 children filling slots in this project all come
from families with complex problems and challenges, more so than the typi-
cal Head Start family.  Toilet training has not been successfully completed at
home by the time the children arrive at the Head Start program.

This project's eligibility determination is different than that of other Head
Start children.  The children to be served are chosen jointly by the Head Start
and Division staff, based on a separate set of criteria approved by the Head
Start Policy Council.  The criteria ensure that the families enrolled in this
project will be enrolled in a TANF job readiness/training program, and are
facing social and economic barriers that prevent their attaining self- suffi-
ciency.  Parents then have the option of accepting this enrollment opportunity,
and the parent participation conditions are put into the written agreement that
the Division routinely has with all its clients.

This has been a lesson
that has been shared
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Start program, where all
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Children and families retain their eligibility for Head Start for the entire pro-
gram year, even if the family either leaves public assistance or ceases to get
public assistance due to sanctions from the Division.  In the latter case, both
the Division and Head Start agree that the Family Advocates are well-posi-
tioned to provide support for those families who need special services in order
to make steady progress toward economic self-sufficiency. The children in
this project did receive the same health screening and treatment services, and
nutrition services as the children in the remainder of the Head Start program.

Family Partnerships

Head Start programs are required to develop a partnership agreement with
each family. This agreement may vary in the degree of formality used and the
specific roles for parents and staff.  However, an underlying theme is the pro-
vision of support services that assist parents in meeting their personal and
economic self-sufficiency goals. The Division requires a case management
plan that specifies a series of activities that families will take to move off pub-
lic assistance, coupled with the support to be provided by the Division. For
families in this project, the two plans are combined into one plan.

The families partnership-case management plan is developed by a team con-
sisting of the parent(s), division case managers, and Head Start Family Advo-
cates. The plan often consists of a series of participation activities related to
Head Start, which could include volunteering in the Head Start center, making
materials at home for the Head Start center, assisting in the Head Start main
offices, and participating in program governance.  All families must do a one-
hour observation in their child's classroom at least once during the school
year. Because of these requirements, the Head Start staff report that the fami-
lies in this partnership are more directly involved in the program's day-to-day
activities of the Head Start center. The Division is most pleased with the
progress that families have made under this jointly-developed, center-focused
strategy.  Many of the families have moved toward self-sufficiency, and some
have been hired by the Head Start program.

Both partners have agreed, however, that this system needed some adjust-
ments in order to work smoothly. The Case Manager and Family Advocate
meet monthly, and each office shares the paperwork with the other during that
meeting. Also the Division will reduce the number of case managers who are
involved in the project, so that Family Advocates will have fewer partners
with whom to relate.  

Program Management and Support

Since this project resulted in additional slots for the Head Start program, new
teacher and new teacher assistant positions were created, at the rate of three
positions per classrooms. While veteran staff could apply to work in the pro-
gram, to do so was voluntary. Consequently, the current classroom staff is a
mixture of previously and newly employed persons.

The Executive Director of the agency recognized early in the partnership dis-
cussion that one person should have a major responsibility for the daily
implementation of this project.  Consequently, a new position was created to
manage this project, and a current Head Start employee was chosen to fill the
position.
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Family services are provided by three Family Advocates. While these specific
positions are new, the Head Start program has used Family Advocates for
many years to provide training, counseling and support to families, and to
establish linkages with Head Start agencies.  Health and nutrition manage-
ment services are purchased by this project from Head Start programs on an
as needed basis. During months when these services are provided by the man-
agers paid from the regular Head Start program, the portion of time devoted to
this project is cost allocated to the full-day, full-year project.

Training and Compensation

Staff who are participating in this project do receive more salary and benefits
per year than their counterparts in the remainder of the Head Start program,
but that is because project staff are working twelve as opposed to ten months.
Their hourly rates remain comparable.  Commensurately, additional benefits
include access to an entire year of the agency's health, retirement, and disabil-
ities plans.

The Head Start program always has felt that each staff person's professional
development is critical to the success of the agency. This development is fos-
tered by a combination of training sessions designed for all staff and activities
that each individual designs to meet his/her own development needs.  The
agency requires that all staff attend both types of events.  Equal access to
training for all Head Start staff also is a priority. Consequently, the program
has devoted considerable financial resources to hiring substitutes for this proj-
ect so that its staff can attend the same training events as the rest of the staff,
and can also participate in individualized training experiences.

The program has found it necessary to provide training specific to the needs
of an extended day, year program.  Training in the Creative Curriculum and in
classroom observation techniques was provided by the SIC staff person, and
training in working with challenging children was provided by the psycholo-
gist. Attendance at both training experiences was required for the full-day,
full-year staff.

The program did note that it had tried the typical child care solution of offer-
ing training during the children's naptime.  However, that has not been suc-
cessful.  In large measure this is because of the children's need to have exten-
sive staff present during this time, to provide individual support and guidance
to those children who have difficulty with calming activities.

Governance

As with its other centers, the Head Start program does have Center Commit-
tee meetings at the three centers where this project is located.  Additionally,
the three centers' parents are proportionately represented on the agency's
Head Start Policy Council as per the requirement of the Policy Council's by-
laws.

Until this time, neither the Center Committees nor the Policy Council has met
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during the months of July and August.  Since the three project sites operate
during these months, the agency's Executive Director is considering whether
to recommend to the Policy Council that it and these three Center Committees
meet during those months.

Accountability

Since the Head Start program delivers the services to the children, it uses its
same supervisory monitoring process to ensure that those services meet the
Revised Performance Standards.  Although the services to families are
derived from a case management plan developed by consensus, that process
also is monitored by the family support services managers, who use their
usual supervisory strategies of reviewing case records and offering technical
assistance to all Head Start Family Advocates.

The Head Start program is accountable to the Division for the services paid
for by the Division.  The program reports on the monthly attendance of each
child, as part of its billing process to the Division.  In addition, there is infor-
mal accountability for services that Head Start provides to families through
the regular consultations between Division and Head Start staff.

Finances

The Head Start program already had an approved cost allocation plan in place
prior to engaging in this partnership.  It had adopted an accounting system
that relies on the Grants Management System (GMS) accounting software
package and the introduction of another funding stream was easily absorbed
into this system.

Since the inception of the project, the program also has received additional
expansion funding from the Head Start Region X Head Start Office, at
approximately $7600 per child per year. Expansion funds also have been
received from the Oregon Department of Education's Pre-K program at the
same rate for each child.  The program has requested funds from the Division
to provide full-day, full-year services to additional children and families as
well.

The Head Start program does not collect a co-payment from the parents for
the extended services.  Their agreement with the Division specifically waives
that condition.  Based on the prior experience of his Head Start colleagues in
the state, the Executive Director felt that fee collection was a challenge that
could interfere with the program's relationship with families.

The partnership does appear to be cost effective.  A rough calculation indi-
cates that the cost per child for the program's half-day option is $14.39 per
hour, while the cost for the extended services option is $5.48 per hour.  The
cost savings are realized, in part by offering more hours and days of services
without a corresponding increase in some expenses, such as rent and trans-
portation.  Neither of these costs categories were impacted by the expanded
services.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Impact on the Head Start Program

The Executive Director and the Full-Year Coordinator report that the biggest
impact on their program has been the ability to offer extended services to
those families who most need such services in order to participate in state
Welfare Reform activities.  A second impact has been the development of an
even stronger partnership with the local public assistance agency, resulting
from the partnership between the Division and Head Start staff as they jointly
implement a case management plan.

Another impact has been that a community agency - the Division - has a much
more detailed and expanded understanding of the wide array of services
offered by the Head Start program.  The Assistant Director of the Division's
Regional Office reported that while her staff always felt favorably about Head
Start, they now better understand the excellent work that the program has
done. 

A fourth impact on the Head Start program has been the understanding by
education staff that children need not complete a project in a specified period
of time.  Rather, children can revisit and rework their projects later on during
the day, or on another day. This has meant that all Head Start teaching staff
may be more flexible in accommodating to the individual needs and talents of
the children.

A final impact has been devising a system that brings parents back into the
ongoing and daily operation of the Head Start center, through a strategy that
links their required Welfare Reform participation to center-based activities.  

Impact on the Head Start Fiscally

Because the program already was managing multiple funding streams, and
had a system in place to successfully accomplish that goal, this partnership
did not impact on the Head Start fiscal operations.  However, the program is
now accessing an additional funding source, the Division's child care dollars.

Impact on the Partner Programs

The program partner has an enriched and in-depth understanding of Head
Start as a result of this partnership.  Further, while Division staff has previous
experience in jointly developing case management plans for families, this
partnership increased staff's commitment to that process.  Further the Divi-
sions now is able to offer its clients an opportunity to engage in job develop-
ment experiences in a supportive setting- experiences that could lead to full
time employment.

Impact on the Early Childhood Community

As noted earlier, Head Start's direct experience with extended services has
provided Head Start's management staff with first-hand knowledge about
strategies to offer such services effectively.  Thus, the training options that
can be offered by Head Start managers to the child care community have
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increased.  Further, the availability of 60 more full-day, full-year slots has
been a welcome service addition to communities where there are few serv-
ices.

FUTURE CHALLENGES

While the Division feels strongly that the project will continue to grow and
prosper, the Head Start program is concerned that the partnership may need to
be revisited at the time the economy moves into a downturn, and state dollars
become scarce.  The amount received now by the Head Start program per
month, per child is not sufficient to truly cover the costs of providing
extended services, but the Head Start program has been willing to offer the
services and find creative ways to absorb the costs.  Should the Division wish
to reduce the per month, per child figure (for example, due to an economic
downturn), the Head Start program is not sure if it would be able to continue
the partnership. It should be noted that the agency's Executive director has
received no signs that this possibility is imminent.  Rather, his concern is
based on what he perceives to be the inevitable economic downturn that hap-
pens after an economic boom.
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SECTION XII - ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

These case studies provide a complex portrait of the creative and unique
choices that Head Start programs make to address the tensions and challenges
associated with collaborating to provide full-day, full-year services to chil-
dren and families.  Characteristic of Head Start, the variation in approaches
was encouraged by the Request for Proposals and was furthered as a result of
the varying nature of the contexts in which the programs exist.  The purpose
of this section is to discuss the impact of the effort, considering site differ-
ences in history, political realities, and goals.  These data can be viewed
through several perspectives, beginning with people (e.g., children, families,
and staff), followed by the Head Start program, and the partner programs.  In
addition, we analyze the impact of the collaborative effort on the early child-
hood system.  We conclude the analysis with an in-depth review of the fiscal
impacts of the collaboration.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The Impact on People: Children, Families, and Staff

When all is said and done, the true value of any collaboration must be
assessed in terms of its impact on people.  In this study, program staff were
asked to consider how the experiences of the children, the families, and the
staff in the full-day, full-year program were altered as a result of the partner-
ship effort.

The Children’s Experiences

One of the most likely changes that could be anticipated as programs move
from part-day to full-day is in the curriculum and the instructional pedagogy.
The nature of the changes that occurred as a result of the partnerships seemed
to vary depending on who actually offered the services.  In cases where Head
Start provided the children’s educational experiences, there were changes, but
they were not major.  For example, the Oregon program used a trainer to help
staff evaluate the curriculum used in its program, with the goal of using the
additional time to enrich the learning opportunities afforded children.  The
New York and California programs reported this as well.  While the opportu-
nity to have additional time for enriching activities is important, two pro-
grams offered a caution.  The Oregon program also found that it needed to
consider the impact of a long classroom day on children with high energy lev-
els, and staff worked carefully with a psychologist to implement strategies
that would support children’s activity levels and experiences.  The New York
program stated that several staff expressed concern that too much of the chil-
dren’s day was being spent in a group settings, and sought to make the setting
more home-like.   

The picture is somewhat different for programs that have a program partner
delivering some or all of the children’s services.  For example, both the Cali-
fornia and Ohio programs reported that extensive training, follow-up, and
materials needed to be offered to the family child care providers, in order to
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ensure that consistently high quality experiences were available to the chil-
dren.  This was the case not only with the family child care models, but also
with those that linked with center-based child care.    
What is interesting to note, however, is that all children in the partnerships
utilize the unique resources of the partner program available to them.  In the
New York partnership with a public school, for example, elementary children
routinely come to the classroom to read stories to the Head Start children, an
on-site nurse is available, and Head Start children are invited to those school
assemblies that feature experiences appropriate for young children.  In the
New York partnership with a special services agency, children have access to
a therapeutic day nursery program.  

Moving from pedagogical to support services, all programs said that children
in extended services were receiving the required health screenings and treat-
ment, along with other supportive social services as needed.  Several pro-
grams also noted that improvements were made in health and nutritional sup-
ports.  In the California program, where the family child care providers assist
in helping children get to medical screenings and services, training and trans-
portation vouchers were provided.  In the New York and Pennsylvania pro-
grams, Head Start staff worked with their counterparts in the partner program
to ensure that medical screenings and treatment were completed.  

Both the Michigan and Ohio programs reported significant increases in the
availability and quality of health and nutritional services now available to the
non-Head Start children in the child care centers and homes with the Head
Start children.  Food service menus have been improved and additional
kitchen equipment has been added.  Through a bartering for services system,
the Michigan program has offered health services to a center in return for
other support services for Head Start children.  

The collaborations have been productive because now, more than ever before,
Head Start has been sensitized to the demands of offering full-day services, so
long experienced by colleagues in child care.  Moreover, there have been les-
sons that have accrued to Head Start in the process of learning how to extend
the day appropriately for young children. Head Start programs are now expe-
riencing the dilemma that has faced their child care sisters for so long, notably
balancing the risks of extended out-of-home experiences for young children
against the need and requirement for their parents to work.  Head Start has
also found that partner programs can enrich children's access to comprehen-
sive services and, that through creative arrangements, non-Head Start chil-
dren can have access to some of these services as well.  In many ways, then,
the partnerships set the stage for developing a community service system that
allows children to receive similar services, despite their being enrolled in dif-
ferent programs.

The Families’ Experiences

The partnerships not only alter the children’s experiences, but those of the
families.  Most of the families receiving full-day, full-year services are either
employed or in school.  Their schedules are busy and the demands on their
time are great.  As a result, all the program partnerships have had to be more
flexible regarding the expectations and demands placed on families.  They
have also had to be quite inventive in their scheduling of events.  For exam-
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ple, to accommodate parents’ busy schedules, the Arkansas program does
more work in the homes, and the Ohio and Pennsylvania programs have
altered staff working hours in order to have staff available in the evenings.  
All programs reported that the traditional forms of parent involvement were
not appropriate for families in extended day services, in large measure
because parents were not available consistently during class hours. While
Head Start programs believe in and are committed to the philosophy of an
equal partnership with parents, the reality is that many of programs’ previous
family success stories came from intense work with parents who were avail-
able during the day for a variety of supports and educational experiences.
This pool of families is disappearing as more parents move into jobs or train-
ing prior to or during their Head Start experience.

The Oregon program has mounted a creative response to this challenge, one
with potential implications for other extended services initiatives.  In addition
to securing child care funding to extend the day from its local division of
human services, the program has established a process for a three-way family
partnership agreement.  The Head Start family advocate, the division’s case-
worker and the parent(s) jointly agree upon a plan that moves the family
toward economic and personal self-sufficiency.  Included in all plans is a
requirement that the parent observe monthly in their child’s classroom.  Each
month, the Head Start advocate and the caseworker jointly review the
progress of the partnership agreement, and discuss possible changes with the
parent.  

These strategies suggest additional possibilities.  Locating adult training in
easily accessible Head Start and child care programs could permit parents to
be more involved in their children’s daily experiences, such as the Michigan
partnership with a program located in an industrial park.  Further, establishing
a true case management system with representatives from multiple agencies
can promote greater family cohesion.  While not all the sites in this analysis
experienced co-location of services for parents and children, these are clear
possibilities that are being explored in many places as a means of expediting
service delivery.

The Staffs’ Experiences

With such dramatic changes in the programs, it was anticipated that staff
changes would exist as well.  This was the case.  All programs reported that
the staff working in the extended services program were carefully selected,
based in part on staff desire to change their working hours and/or days.  For
teaching staff, this meant going from a ten-month to a twelve-month year.
Consideration was also given to the willingness of the staff to share classroom
responsibilities, since the staggered work patterns required by full-day serv-
ices meant that other Head Start or child care center employees would be
working with the children.  Programs did show flexibility in allowing staff
who were not happy with the experience to return to the part-time Head Start
program.

In six of the programs there was no change reported in the salary staff
received for participating in extended services.  However, staff's yearly com-
pensation increased as a result of working more days.  The Ohio and Colorado
programs did increase some staff salaries.  The Colorado program attributed
this more to addressing the problem of staff turnover, rather than as a result of
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participating in the partnership.  The Ohio Head Start program did supple-
ment some of its partner program's salaries to compensate staff for the added
responsibilities involved in extended services.  There were programs such as
Arkansas, where Head Start salaries were higher than the partner program's.
Pennsylvania reported that salary disparity was a source of contention with
one of their partner programs.  

The New York program did report a concern about staff burnout, given the
longer working year and the lack of sufficient time for planning.  Burnout
issues also surfaced because many of the partner programs' staff did not antic-
ipate the tremendous amount of paperwork associated with the collaborative
effort.  In part, this was attributed to the paperwork burdens that are normally
attendant to Head Start.  In part, some suggested that the paper work increas-
ed due to the complexity associated with multiple funding streams.  In some
programs, additional staff were added to help carry out the administrative
tasks associated with the partnering process. Staff did receive training in
extended-day programming, although it ranged from brief (Pennsylvania) to
extensive (Oregon).  Pennsylvania and New York also reported that the child
care partner’s staff were provided training as well.  In some programs, such as
New York, the partner’s staff offered training to the Head Start staff in return.
Many of the programs with child care partners found that the most valuable
resource for technical assistance in providing extended-day services were the
staff of the child care center.

It is important to note that the staff’s experiences were reported through the
eyes of the leadership in these eight programs.  A critical piece of missing
information are staff self reports about their reactions to, and concerns about,
their training and their many roles and tasks.

The Impact on the Head Start Program

As noted earlier, the eight Head Start programs in this analysis chose a variety
of delivery models to implement their full-day, full-year efforts.  In some
cases, programs opt for more than one model, in order to meet local needs and
build on available program and/or fiscal partnerships.  Many of the programs
used the funds to lengthen the Head Start children's day; others linked with
other programs to extend the day; still others do this in combination with fam-
ily child care.  Many created other interesting patterns of services.  Such dif-
ferences were fashioned in response to local and/or state need and history.
For example, in Arkansas, California, Colorado, Ohio and Oregon, traditions
of state-sponsored early childhood initiatives created a climate of local part-
nering for enriched services.  In New York, a change in the State Pre-Kinder-
garten program that opened up the possibility of school district partnerships
with other local organizations provided incentives for collaboration.   Penn-
sylvania has recently promoted joint ventures in community-based planning
and one-stop shopping through its Family Resource Centers.  Thus it can be
said that the anticipated individuality of the collaborative partnerships materi-
alized in accord with the local context. 

Despite these important differences, the impacts on the Head Start program
are remarkably similar.  These impacts will be examined in four areas:
Revised Performance Standards; accountability; organizational design and
management; and governance.
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Revised Performance Standards

All eight programs reported that the Revised Performance Standards were
being met in their full-day, full-year programs.  However, caveats were offer-
ed.  The Michigan program noted that this assurance held for that portion of
the day paid for by Head Start funds, but would not necessarily hold for the
portion of the day paid for by child care funds and delivered by a child care
center.  The California program expressed concern that it was difficult for
family child care providers to meet the Standards.  The Pennsylvania program
speculated about their partner program's need for support to meet the Stan-
dards.  The Ohio program felt that establishing a trusting relationship with a
partner was a precursor to complete implementation of the standards.  In fact,
all programs noted that it was necessary for Head Start to provide training on
the Standards to their program partners.  

Head Start programs respect the Standards as a baseline for ensuring services
of high quality; so it is not surprising that they would try to report compliance,
to the degree possible, during a study such as this.  What is instructive is that
programs did identify challenges that might need to be addressed to ensure
continued compliance.  To assume that the Standards can easily be met in
extended services collaborations appears to be a faulty and perhaps dangerous
assumption.  Meeting the Standards under any condition is challenging.
Meeting them under the collaborative mantra is even more exacting.   In plan-
ning future initiatives, sufficient operating funds must be made available to all
parties who are expected to meet the Standards.  

Accountability

Accountability is an important part of the Head Start program and under the
partnerships, two different patterns of accountability emerged.  For those pro-
grams that simply extended the length of their services, their extant Head
Start monitoring and informational systems appeared to be sufficient.  But in
cases where new partners delivered some of the services, accountability was
far more difficult. Fiscal accountability required understanding and using new
reporting systems, including accounting for attendance and reimbursement of
services.  

Accountability for quality and management was challenging as well.  Train-
ing about the Standards, as noted above, was a key component of these
accountability efforts.  To assure accountability in management at the Penn-
sylvania program, the upper levels of management for both Head Start and
partner programs met monthly to discuss challenges and policy changes,
while a continuous improvement team of line staff met to adjust daily proce-
dures and communication systems.  The Oregon program created a position
just to implement the extended services model, to ensure that services were
implemented appropriately.  The New York program found it important to
have Head Start staff present during all hours of operation with its partner. 

Another strategy used to foster accountability was the contracts that Head
Start programs signed with their program partners.  Specific requirements,
expectations, and responsibilities were codified in these contracts.  However,
this strategy may have limitations, as noted by the California program, who
remarked that state contracting laws made it difficult for the Head Start pro-
gram to be as specific as it would like with its family child care providers.
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It appears that Head Start programs are aware of the importance of fiscal and
management accountability.  Strategies have been adopted to ensure that
information flows across systems and organizations so that accountability can
be tracked.  Given the challenges involved and the sophistication of the sys-
tems needed to assure accountability, more effort (perhaps in the form of tech-
nical assistance or model sharing) needs to be placed here. 

Organizational Design and Management

Across the sites, the implementation of full-day, full-year programs posed
challenges, and required major overhauls in organizational design and man-
agement.  For example, all programs reported that it was necessary to extend
their previous hours of operation in, at least, some centers.  The additional
hours often required paying more rent and adjusting the cleaning and feeding
schedules.

In cases where the Head Start program offered all services, staggered staff
schedules were introduced for the first time.  To better meet the needs of
working families who were not available during traditional Head Start hours,
some programs introduced flexible work schedules for family services work-
ers, including night and weekend work time.  The California and Michigan
programs reported changing their supervisory system, but the latter program
noted that this change was imminent prior to the advent of extended services.

There were shifts but none of these was deemed dramatic.  This might be
explained by several factors.  Because the number of children and families
receiving extended services constitutes only a small percentage of the pro-
gram, sweeping changes for the entire operation were not necessary.  Major
alterations were simply not necessary to accommodate this relatively minor
program addition.  This suggests that the partnerships remain a part of the
program, but not be its main focus.  Second, some of the programs (i.e., Col-
orado, Arkansas, and New York) have been providing these services for over
five years, so they were already well on their way to full-day, full-year pro-
gramming.  This additional effort did not represent any startling change. 

It is important to note that while current limited full-day, full-year services did
not demand major changes, most sites felt that any additional expansion of the
full-day, full-year services would demand greater, and perhaps more difficult,
changes.  Such expansion could jeopardize quality and accountability.  For
example, the Ohio program reported that, while the current extended services
load is manageable, there may be a point where additional extended services
will be more than the program can accommodate with its current systems.
This suggests that programs themselves need to be self-monitoring and
thoughtful in determining the cumulative impact of adding additional layers
of extended services over time.  Second, the Bureau needs to carefully con-
sider this issue as it continues to emphasize and reward programs for engag-
ing in full-day, full-year services.

Governance

No program reported that the addition of full-day, full-year services had a
major impact upon their shared governance structure or operation.  All pro-
grams have incorporated new centers into their governance structure, as
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called for in the Policy Councils’ by-laws, and as would happen with any
expansion.  The California program noted that the Policy Council had been
involved in designing the selection criteria for these services.  The Pennsylva-
nia program noted that its Policy Council meetings now were held in the
evenings, to ensure more participation opportunities for working parents.  The
Michigan program has moved to lunch-hour Policy Council and Center Com-
mittee meetings, working with employers to see that parents can have
extended lunch hours to attend these events.  The Oregon program is consid-
ering adding summer Policy Council meetings, since the extended service and
other parents may be more available then.

While all programs have a well-functioning governance structure that can
absorb new initiatives, the full-day, full-year options did pose some funda-
mental challenges.  For example, partner programs do not have the same stan-
dards for parental involvement in governance as does Head Start, so when the
two programs come together, a question arises as to which governance struc-
ture should prevail.  Moreover, in Head Start, there is no governance option,
but the question of the official role of the non-Head Start parents in partner
programs does arise.  Should these parents be eligible as parent representa-
tives on the Policy Council?  How much authority should they be granted?
When extended services are added in small increments, only a small number
of the total families are in this option, the issue is comparatively small.  It is
critical, however, to anticipate what would happen to the Head Start gover-
nance structure if larger percentages of the children were in the partner pro-
grams than in Head Start itself.  In short, while governance seems stable now;
the questions about it anticipate further expansion of the full-day, full-year
option. 

The Impact on Partner Programs

Benefits

As part of the case study process, both the Head Start leadership and their fis-
cal or program partners were asked to consider the impact that their collabora-
tive venture had made on the partner program.  For the most part, the impacts
were related to quality enhancement. 

Some of the quality enhancements focused on the way in which partner pro-
grams related to parents.  For example, in Oregon, the partner developed an
increased staff commitment to the use of the case management process, as it
collaborated with Head Start staff in developing family partnerships.  At the
same time, partner program parents had a new opportunity to engage in job
development experiences.  New York found that their partners began to adopt
the family partnering philosophy of Head Start, so that one partner began to
work with children and families in the year before kindergarten entrance.  A
similar impact was reported by the Pennsylvania program, whose child care
partners have forged better relationships with the families of all the children
in their centers. 

A second element of quality enhancement that resulted was the way in which
partner programs related to other community support services.  The Ohio pro-
gram found that its partner providers could build upon Head Start’s linkages
with schools, hospitals and public agencies to garner more services for all the
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children in their family child care homes.  Most of the Head Start programs
made it possible for all children in their partner's child care programs to
access comprehensive services.  The Michigan program did this through its
bartering arrangement.  The Arkansas program required non-Head Start chil-
dren's families pay for comprehensive services on a sliding-scale basis.

Quality enhancements were experienced in the areas of assessment and cur-
riculum, as well.   One of Michigan’s child care partners adopted Head Start’s
system of child assessment, and used that information to plan its curriculum
experiences for all children at its center. The Pennsylvania partners have
accessed classroom equipment that they could not afford.  The Ohio and
Pennsylvania programs noted that their partners participated in Head Start
training, so that the Ohio family child care providers earned their CDA cre-
dentials, and the Pennsylvania child care staff used Head Start classroom
mentors to enhance their educational services.

The collaborative ventures also led to the establishment of new mechanisms
and opportunities that were financially helpful.  For example, as California’s
family child care providers began to link with one another, they began to
share ideas and experiences, and formed cooperative groups such as buying
clubs and insurance pools.  Many providers have been able to improve their
own financial base, as a result of the predictable and consistent Head Start
income.  This especially has been true for those persons who were unem-
ployed prior to entering this partnership with Head Start.

Finally, and perhaps as a result of the above, a significant alteration took place
in the commitment of community child care programs to Head Start.  Once
almost Head Start adversaries, these programs saw that they had something
important to contribute to each other, and to the lives of the children and fam-
ilies served.  Head Start learned about full-day, full-year programming from
child care.  Conversely, Head Start felt that community child care programs
became more understanding of, and knowledgeable about Head Start’s mis-
sion and services.  As a result, Head Start became far more respected in the
community.  Arkansas noted that Head Start is perceived as more supportive
and collaborative by its funding source, while Colorado found that there is a
clearer perception of what might be expected from each program.

Challenges

This array of positive impacts is indeed impressive.  Programs however did
report challenges that ensued from their partnerships.  The Pennsylvania part-
ner programs found the amount of paperwork required by Head Start to be
daunting, as were the number of meetings and training opportunities.  The
New York program and its partners reported similar concerns.  One of the
Pennsylvania partners has had to employ a second accounting system to meet
Head Start’s fiscal accountability guidelines.  Ohio found that blending Head
Start’s comprehensive services into their ongoing operations initially was dif-
ficult for some of their family child care providers.

In two cases, the child care partners faced financial challenges as a result of
their partnerships.  The California family child care providers initially
received less money from the Head Start program than they would have from
the state child care system.  Yet, and interestingly, providers chose to partner
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with Head Start because they could tap into Head Start’s program resources.
In New York, a child care partner has had to collect parent fees to pay its share
of the program expenses, but prompt payment by parents who were accus-
tomed to free services was difficult.  These challenges need to be noted so that
future collaborative efforts can be sensitive to these issues.   

Impact on Local Early Childhood Systems 

The partnerships also had unintended consequences on the early childhood
system and, in some cases, on the communities in which the partnerships
were located. At the early childhood systems level, several important impacts
occurred.  First, as suggested above, the perception of Head Start was dramat-
ically improved.  Arkansas reported that it is now regarded as being far more
community oriented, with its linkages to other community-based efforts
enhanced substantially.  The Colorado program noted that more programs
understand the Head Start mission, and are more aware that low-income fam-
ilies do bring strengths to their roles as parents.

Part of this change in perception occurred because Head Start did actually
become more community responsive.  By encouraging other early childhood
providers to access its training, Head Start has contributed to the improve-
ment of service quality throughout the community.  In Arkansas, training was
offered to all early childhood providers, based on an assumption that this out-
reach was a logical result of the new emphasis on collaboration. 

In Michigan, Head Start has shared information on brain research and devel-
opmentally appropriate programming, both of which have helped other pro-
grams to re-consider their service delivery strategies.     

Even for those programs with a history of active participation in their early
childhood community, these partnership experiences have had benefits.  The
New York program found that its credibility with colleagues was increased
because its actions were now aligned with its words.  Its county child care
coalition has considered the development of a primary care network where
one agency assumes responsibility for meeting child care needs, but receives
the support of other agencies as necessary.  In Colorado, the public schools
have a better appreciation of the creativity that Head Start encourages,
through its teacher's visits to Head Start classrooms.

Contributing positively to the development of the local early childhood sys-
tem, however, is an ongoing process.  The Pennsylvania program reported
that not all members of the early childhood system fully endorse the Head
Start comprehensive service delivery philosophy.  But one example, this con-
firms previous understandings that building seamless systems is a time-con-
suming and not always consistently successful process. What is a prerequisite
for systems- building, however, is a sharing of resources by partners.   What
the 1997 initiative appears to have done is to legitimize Head Start programs
taking the offensive among early childhood programs in offering its resources
in return for a needed service or funding source.
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Fiscal Impacts 

These case studies offered an important opportunity to explore how formal,
legitimized partnerships could impact the fiscal operations of early childhood
programs.  Specifically, we examined sources of funding, the strategies by
which funds were used, and the solutions to the challenges posed by manag-
ing multiple funding streams.  

Sources of Funding

These eight programs adopted a variety of strategies to augment their Head
Start funds to cover the additional services offered by the full-day, full-year
partnerships.  The first strategy utilized to fund service extensions by the
Arkansas, Colorado and Oregon programs was to directly access state/county
child care dollars.  The funding sources/agents, then, served as the operational
partner for those Head Start programs, and in the case of Oregon, were paired
with other shared services as well.  

The second strategy utilized by other Head Start programs, was to have par-
ents access state child care funding streams directly.  In the Michigan pro-
gram, parents applied for subsidy funds of $50 per week, the amount the pro-
gram determined necessary to pay for extended care beyond the portion of the
day funded by Head Start funds.  Parents then paid this money to the program.
A similar arrangement was developed in Pennsylvania, where parents receiv-
ing child care subsidies were charged a fee, based on a sliding-fee-scale
related to parent income. 

A third strategy for accessing child care dollars was to have the program part-
ner apply for federal funds given to the state, which were then merged with
the Head Start dollars to offer a range of services to children and families.
The family child care providers in the California program could augment the
Head Start dollars by applying directly for state child care subsidies.

Tapping other state funding sources directly represented a fourth strategy
used by programs.  The Ohio program funded its basic Head Start extended
services through a special State Department of Education funding stream
designed to promote full-day, full-year Head Start expansion.  In New York, a
school district applied for special state pre-kindergarten funds designed to
encourage collaboration.  Neither the Head Start nor the state pre-kinder-
garten funding streams were sufficient to provide a full-day experience, but
combining the two sources made such services possible.  Since both programs
adhere to the revised Head Start Revised Performance Standards, this match
did have the potential to be seamless.  A second partner used state IDEA funds
to partially cover its costs for Head Start children eligible for this funding
stream, which also permitted extension of hours and days by combining the
two financial resources.

A fifth funding resource was charging parent fees by the Head Start program.
The Michigan program used this strategy when Head Start parents were not
eligible for the full $50 per week amount from the state that was needed to
extend services.  The Pennsylvania program charged a fee to those parents not
eligible for child care subsidies; those fees were based on the lowest rate at
other local child care centers.   

Managing multiple
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A sixth strategy was to have the program partner charge parent fees that
would make up the difference in cost between the dollars provided by Head
Start and the actual costs of providing specific full-day, full-year services.
The New York partnership employed this strategy, as did the family child care
providers in the Ohio collaboration.

Strategies for Using Financial Resources

Just as the programs varied widely in their funding streams, they also
employed an array of creative responses in utilizing fiscal resources.  The typ-
ical strategy of cost allocation was used by the Colorado, Arkansas, and Ore-
gon programs.  Not coincidentally, these are three programs that directly
tapped child care dollars to offer the entire package of full-day, full-year serv-
ices themselves.  Oregon already had an approved cost allocation plan and
used that plan for this initiative.  It also used an accounting software package
that facilitated the timely allocation of expenses.  The Arkansas program
noted the challenges associated with successful cost allocation, stating that it
required a constant balancing act across funding streams. 

Several programs used contracting as both a service delivery mechanism and
a financial strategy.  Colorado contracted for slots in one child care program,
and the percentage of the day funded by different sources varied by the time
of year.  The California program paid its family child care provider partners a
set fee to deliver all Head Start services.  The Pennsylvania program paid its
child care partners a set fee per year for providing the educational services
required by Head Start.

The New York program employed a unique strategy of reverse contracting.  It
received funds from a public school, which accessed state pre-kindergarten
dollars and provided these funds to Head Start to offer all services.  Since
these dollars were state-generated, they provided a cash match for the Head
Start program.  New York also used a strategy of cost-splitting in all of its
partnerships.  Head Start and its partners agreed on which discrete expenses
(e.g., staff salaries, food, rent) would be paid in total by each partner.  No
funds changed hands, and each partner was responsible for meeting the
expenses delineated in written agreements among the partners.  

The Michigan program employed bartering as a strategy.  Rather than pay for
a specific service or asset, such as rent, Head Start offered to exchange that
asset for a service-at-no-charge, such as training of the child care staff or pro-
viding an assessment package for all children at the center.  Another option
was providing family support services for non-Head Start families.  The pro-
gram reports that this system has worked well for both parties, and their part-
ner reports an increase in center services that might not have happened with-
out the use of bartering.

The Ohio program offered its partners a choice between a per-child stipend or
an in-kind benefit.  The stipend could vary between $20-30 per week, depend-
ing on the site and the provider’s credentials.  The benefit could include a new
playground or kitchen.  While the former provided a steady income stream,
the latter was a one-time payment, allied with the expectation that Revised
Performance Standards would be met although no additional Head Start funds
were provided.
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The strategy of cost-sharing where the two partners split the costs of certain
expenses on a percentage basis agreed upon through a contract was not uti-
lized by any of the programs at the time of this study.  The Michigan program
had previously utilized cost-sharing with one of its partners, where staff
salaries were shared.  However, because the two salary schedules were so dif-
ferent, the partners determined that it was not sensible to continue it. 

Challenges and Responses in the Managing of Multiple 
Funding Streams

Managing multiple funding streams and co-sharing funding with partners
posed challenges for the eight Head Start programs.  While not all challenges
have been resolved, programs reported numerous creative strategies for meet-
ing them.  For those programs that depend directly on other funding sources
to offer full-day, full-year services, the different requirements and payment
schedules were problematic.  The Oregon program, having studied the experi-
ences of its colleagues, negotiated for the highest per month rate paid for child
care by its partner.  It also negotiated that this rate would be paid regardless of
children’s daily attendance.  Payment has been prompt, so that cash flow for
expenses has not been an issue.  

The Arkansas program took great pains to ensure that seamless services were
provided to all children, so that only the fiscal office was aware of the differ-
ent funding sources used to pay for each child’s experience.  The Colorado
program has had to be vigilant in maintaining its administrative costs at the
allowable 15%, since more fiscal staff was added to complete the required
paperwork for so many funding streams.  The Ohio program made basic
changes in its operating procedures to handle the different paperwork and
reporting required by its state funding streams.  

Programs that directly or indirectly depend on parent fees to partially cover
costs continue to experience problems.  The Michigan program has instituted
a contract with parents to stress the importance of timely payment, but that
strategy has only been partially successful.  The child care center with whom
New York partnered continues to experience difficulty in obtaining parent
fees, and periodically re-evaluates the merits of the partnership vs. the finan-
cial risk that the program continues to incur.  In negotiating its agreements
with its local human services department, the Oregon program received a
waiver from collecting parent fees, based on the prior experiences of other
Head Start programs.

Some of the programs felt that partnering, sharing costs, and tapping new
funding sources have been sound strategies for offering full-day, full-year
services.  The Pennsylvania program felt it reduced its own expenses, which
has led to providing services to more children than originally proposed.  The
Oregon program analysis showed that its half-day option costs $14.39 per
hour and its full-day option is only $5.48 per hour, in large measure because it
was possible to increase hours of service without a corresponding increase in
some expenses such as rent and transportation.

In short, we see that the once forbidden practice of "co-mingling" funds has
given way to some very inventive fiscal linkages that offer real promise for
creating more effective and cost-effective services for young children.
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SECTION XIII - IMPLICATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Throughout this study, countless informants extolled the benefits of Head
Start full-day, full-year collaborative efforts with child care, noting the pro-
found impact the initiative had on Head Start and on the early childhood sys-
tem.  Comments ranged from, "It really mattered" and  "This is the best thing
Head Start has ever done" to "There’s no going back: Head Start will never be
the same!"  How is it that such a modest incentive could have brought about
such major change?  Why is it that this effort, more so than many other inven-
tive efforts launched by Head Start, had such reformative power?  What about
this initiative was so transformative? And what are the implications for Head
Start and the early childhood community?  These are the issues that will be
addressed in this section.

Unlike other sections of this report that have sought fidelity to the respon-
dents voices and attitudes, in this section, those voices are used to frame and
guide the conclusions and recommendations.  They do not, however, dictate
it.  This section is strongly based on the data, but it does render some of the
authors’ interpretations in the construction of the implications and recommen-
dations.  That is to say, some of the recommendations emanate directly from
the respondents, and some have evolved as a result of the authors’ considera-
tions of the data.  This section is presented in three parts: first, The Sleeping
Giant: The Request for Proposals; second, A Paradigmatic Head Start? Impli-
cations and Recommendations for Head Start; and third, Thinking Ahead:
Implications and Recommendations Regarding The Early Childhood Com-
munity/ System.

THE SLEEPING GIANT: THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

Prescient in its concern for local autonomy, the National Head Start Associa-
tion (NHSA), as noted earlier, took a strong position when the Request for
Proposal (RFP) was proffered.   It suggested that the availability of extra
incentive points for local Head Start programs to move into full-day, full-year
efforts might impose too much federal direction, thereby delimiting local pro-
grams from making the kinds of choices that best met their needs, and that
were the backbone of the important and time-consuming Head Start Needs
Assessment Process.  NHSA was correct in being concerned about changes in
local autonomy that the RFP might occasion.  But rather than constraining
local autonomy, the RFP—a true sleeping giant—seems to have done the
reverse. 

In asking programs to be creative and inventive, the RFP sanctioned a new
kind of experimentation, one that actually allowed programs more flexibility
than had been sanctioned previously.  Heretofore, local Head Start programs
had the option of creating a Locally Designed Option (LDO) which needed
approval.  While readily available, a relatively limited number of programs
actually took advantage of the LDO possibility.   And typically, when LDO’s
have been operationalized, they have often involved changes internal to the
conventional Head Start effort (e.g., altering the schedule for participating
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children).  In the case of the Head Start-Child Care partnership RFP, however,
local inventiveness, albeit around this one program design, was not only sanc-
tioned, but encouraged with regard to programs external to Head Start.  The
RFP opened up local options broadly, and altered Head Start’s essentially top-
down way of doing business to one that, true to its mission, is bottom up.

Affirming Head Start’s commitment to community engagement, this focus
still represented a quantum departure from previous Head Start positions in
several important ways.  First, it de facto sanctioned something that it had dis-
couraged for years, notably the blending of Head Start and other program dol-
lars.  While some might contend, that "blending" of Head Start and other dol-
lars was sanctioned, particularly in the procurement of social services, the
"co-mingling" of funds was prohibited. Historically, where "blending" began
and "co-mingling" ended was somewhat ambiguous. The RFP clearly and
definitively sanctioned the blending of Head Start dollars with other funds for
direct, non-social services aspects of the program. The RFP obliterated the
confusion about the right of a program to fuse or link its funds with other
child care and early education programs.  To the contrary, such blending of
funds was strongly encouraged for the purposes of advancing more full-day,
full-year services.

The second way in which the RPF represents a departure from past Head Start
positions was that it sanctioned a philosophical shift.  Traditionally, Head
Start, while being an intense and vital component of the local neighborhood
and social service communities, was perceived (and perhaps was) somewhat
remote from the early childhood community.  Subtle, but important, this dis-
tinction arose out of necessity.  Head Start programs often struggled to gain
and maintain their legitimacy.  Head Start personnel often were forced to
compete with their early childhood colleagues for scarce resources, for staff,
and sometimes even for children. Yet, as the more well-funded sister, replete
with its own systems for training, monitoring, and advocacy, Head Start
remained the envied program financially, gazed on afar by child care.  

With the advent of the Head Start-child care Partnership RFP, Head Start was
encouraged to collaborate and co-construct better ways to serve children in
tandem with community early childhood partners.  Head Start was liberated
to become a full-fledged, integrated member of the early childhood commu-
nity.  No longer was it perceived as remote from the early childhood system.
Now it was regarded as a true partner and collegial player.  In reality, this
philosophical shift moved many Head Start programs from being perceived as
being isolated from, to becoming integrated with, other community-based
early childhood programs.  Indeed, so strong was this sentiment in the RFP
that programs often felt torn between focusing on getting their full-day, full-
year programs up and running versus building community systems of early
childhood education.  However planned this ambiguity, the RFP clearly did
signal a new relationship between Head Start and its early childhood sister
programs.      

The third dramatic change occasioned, perhaps unintentionally and temporar-
ily, by the RPF was an alteration in the programs’ relationship to the Revised
Performance Standards.  Heretofore, the standards had been the mantra of all
Head Start programs.  With the advent of the RFP, there was an acknowledge-
ment that the "partner" programs would need to adhere to the standards so that
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the standards’ value and significance were preserved.  De facto, however, the
Revised Performance Standards were another matter.  It was quite clear from
the outset that many of the partner programs did not and would not be able to
meet the Performance Standards immediately.  Some opposed to the partner-
ship effort (and indeed many presently involved in it) anticipated this, arguing
that this represented an alteration of Head Start’s historic focus on quality and
the need for stronger systems of accountability.  Head Start purists worried
that any skirting of the Revised Performance Standards however temporary,
might ultimately dilute the quality and, hence, the power of Head Start.  Con-
versely, others regarded the partnerships as an opportunity to bring the
Revised Performance Standards to larger numbers of programs, recognizing
that while this might not occur immediately, long-term the possible benefits
outweighed any temporary slack in strict adherence to the Revised Perfor-
mance Standards among all Head Start’s partner programs. Whichever the
perspective, there can be no doubt, as the case studies indicate, that quality
and the issue of adherence to the Revised Performance Standards was and
remains an issue to be addressed.   

The fourth change incepted by the RFP may not have been anticipated, but
remains critical to the future of the program and early childhood education in
the nation. Historically, Head Start was a semi-self contained program, char-
acterized by a distinct set of goals, Revised Performance Standards, funding
streams, and accountability mechanisms.  It stood alone as the major federal
to local early childhood program.  Its name became a ‘brand" name.  Indeed,
it was perceived that Head Start stood for something that was unique and dis-
tinguishable from other early childhood efforts by its quality and scope of
services.  Within the Early Care and Education Community a Head Start pro-
gram was distinguishable from a non-Head Start program.   In other words, its
identity was clear.   

With the advent of the RFP, including its requirements that Head Start part-
ners meet the Revised Performance Standards, these distinctions became less
clear.  Child care centers with small amounts of Head Start dollars are now
receiving Head Start training and offering Head Start like-services.  If they
are mandated to adhere to the Revised Performance Standards and are so
Head Start like, are they not Head Start?  Repeatedly, we heard study inform-
ants raise the question, "When is Head Start, Head Start?" and "When is a
Head Start program not a Head Start program?" 

Whether or not Head Start can, or should, return to its more conventional
ways of operating is unclear.  What is clear, however, is that this RFP—truly a
sleeping giant—has, while appearing to be a modest intervention, actually
challenged some of the fundamental tenants and operations of Head Start.
These are discussed more specifically below.         

A PARADIGMATIC HEAD START? IMPLICATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING HEAD START

As the above discussion suggests, the RFP occasioned many shifts in Head
Start.  The question at hand, is how much did these shifts represent a dramatic
change in Head Start and how irreversible are these changes?  Do they por-
tend a new Head Start? Do they necessitate durable changes in Head Start
operations?  Just what does the partnership experiment tell us about the future
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of Head Start, and about issues the program might want to consider?

Pedagogical and Philosophical Issues

As discussed earlier, the emphasis on pedagogical realignment to accommo-
date the full-day, full-year program was the exception more than the rule.  Our
observations indicated that programs understood the need for programmatic
realignment, noting, for example, that the longer day seemed to inspire more
"acting-out" behavior on the children’s parts.  Program staff seemed to recog-
nize that extending the day and year did not simply mean doing more of the
same.  Yet, the attention accorded pedagogical issues was often marginal.

To that end, we recommend that Head Start and partner programs receive
more support in understanding how to extend the day in ways that will be
appropriate to the children involved.  In particular, emphasis should be placed
on helping children through transition periods and in helping classroom staff
deal with changes in children’s behaviors.  Attention should also be placed on
considering differential child-staff ratios at different periods during the day.     

Further, attention needs to be accorded to clarifying the real expectations for
the Head Start partner programs.  Though the commitment and the revised
intent to meet the Performance Standards is strong, in reality many of the
partners do not and cannot meet the standards initially.  This suggests that
Head Start may have succeeded in creating operational partners who share
services, but may have been less successful in creating philosophical partners.
In part, this lack may be due to the limits of time and resources.  In part, it
may be that there is not a true philosophic sharing.  Programs may be land-
lords or partners of convenience without being soul mates; they may give the
pretense of partnership without its substance.  Therefore, there is need for
codifying an understanding of what the partnership is intended to produce.
Should all partnerships strive for pedagogical and philosophical alignment, or
is it sufficient to have operational partners where matters of pedagogy and
philosophy are allowed to vary?       

Programmatic Accountability and Monitoring Issues

As early childhood programs go, Head Start is well monitored.  Indeed, some-
times the level of monitoring is regarded as too intense and limiting.  Because
Head Start is held to high standards of accountability, the issue of how
accountable it holds its partner programs is one of concern.  In some cases, the
partner programs regard Head Start as too rigid and feel that the call for
accountability signals a lack of trust between Head Start and its new partners.
This situation is particularly acute with regard to family child care where
services and accountability have traditionally been more informal.  Head Start
will need to determine if and when it wants to address this issue.   We believe,
however, that the question is so integral to the future of Head Start and the
partnership efforts that it should be tackled head on.  The question to be
addressed specifically is when and under what conditions should the Perfor-
mance Standards and other monitoring strategies apply to partner programs?  

At issue, however, is not only program monitoring, but also the monitoring of
children directly.  Such monitoring is warranted in all early childhood pro-
grams, and especially in programs where children spend the better parts of
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their days.  Attention needs to be paid to how children adjust to full-day, full-
year services as they transition into them and throughout their tenure in the
partnership programs.  While some of the sites in this study did provision for
such monitoring of children’s behaviors, it was not the norm.  Programs indi-
cated that they would welcome technical assistance and support on issues
related to the effective and timely monitoring of children’s performance.

Staffing and Compensation Issues

Characteristic of the field, severe staffing and compensation issues plagued
many of the partnerships, and thus warrant policy attention.  In virtually all of
the programs studied, staff turnover, staff quality, and staff compensation
ranked as the most challenging issue. With regard to staff turnover, many pro-
grams felt seriously hampered by the flux of personnel that was created.  To
accommodate staff need or desire some of the programs built in incentives for
selected staff to move to Head Start where salaries and benefits were better.
Differential staff salaries that had existed quietly were now known to every-
one.  In some cases, these differences in salaries exacerbated competition and
concerns, with some sites noting that these differentials actually created "two
classes" of employees.  In other cases, the salary differentials were positive
since child care used Head Start salaries to serve as a magnet to lift up other
programs’ salaries.  As partnerships become more of the norm in the field,
work must be done to discern how much salary and benefit parity is necessary
and desirable across the partnerships. 

Related to the compensation issue is the ability of programs to locate compe-
tent staff.  One can not presume that those who work effectively in part day
programs will wish to work, or be effective, in full-day programs.  Successful
programs have given their part-time employees options to alter their sched-
ules, but this is not always possible.  Moreover, as the number of spaces for
full-day, full-year programs expands, so will the need for new providers,
trained for this function.  

Professional Development Issues   

At first blush, the implementation of full-day, full-year services may seem to
be merely an extension of part-day, part-year services.  Mounting experience
indicates that this is inaccurate.  Full-day, full-year programs are profoundly
different in ethos and culture, and in their management and instructional
demands.  It is imperative, then, that as professional development opportuni-
ties are constructed to support the implementation of full-day, full-year
efforts, they are not simply extensions of what was previously offered.  

First, training new pedagogical techniques is needed for the full-day, full-year
settings.  Having children in services throughout the year demands that atten-
tion be accorded the pacing of activities over months.   Head Start staff have
benefited from the training offered by child care workers who may have
greater experience dealing with full-day, full-year issues.  It also means help-
ing children and staff deal with increases in transitions as people come and
go.  For partner programs, training in Head Start (dubbed Head Start 101 by
some participants in this study) was necessary, given the demands of the part-
nership. Relatedly, parents may need more support in dealing with their chil-
dren effectively, given that they have more responsibilities outside the home
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and potentially less time available to deal with their children.

Second, professional development is also needed by managerial and adminis-
trative staff.  The addition of partnership responsibilities makes the adminis-
tration of Head Start, already difficult, exponentially more complex.  Man-
agers must learn to deal with new funding streams, new regulatory systems,
and new operational systems.  They must learn the cultures of other organiza-
tions and determine how and if to blend them with the culture of their own
programs.  They must develop new knowledge of organizational change and
understand how to achieve such by indirect, rather than direct leadership,
since they are not the directors of the partnership programs.  In short, they
must become tacticians, understanding the nuances of process.  This all must
be accomplished while attending to the daily management activities of Head
Start programs and to the leadership responsibilities they assume in their
communities.  More complex than ever, the role of leader in Head Start is syn-
onymous with being a creator, a facilitator, an inventor, and, some say, a
magician.  How to train for this new kind of leadership is critical.  Moreover,
providing the time and resources for individuals to amass these skills is neces-
sary.  Using the Head Start State Collaboration Offices as a vehicle to advance
this kind of professional development might be one strategy.  Similarly, the
many new efforts to create directors’ credentials springing up across the
nation need to fully understand the nature of the partnership demands being
placed on Head Start and other early childhood education leaders.  

Fiscal Issues 

The programs included in this study shared many things in common.  The
most pronounced among them was their attitude toward fiscal issues. Each
program was appreciative of the funds it received to partner.  Each program
was also successful in using these funds to leverage additional dollars.  But
programs were vehement in realizing that the efforts worked because they
functioned on a small scale.  Virtually every program indicated that if the
partnership efforts were to be expanded, a more regularized and durable
approach to funding would need to be instituted.  In other words, as a demon-
stration effort, the partnership dollars awarded were sufficient.  As a full-scale
operation, they would not be. 

The programs appreciated the latitude in creating their own fiscal profiles,
and felt that such flexibility was essential to their work.  Each had difficulty in
this area, even those programs that had been engaged in some sort of partner-
ship prior to this RFP award.  In part, this was due to the need for greater flex-
ibility in the use of the funds.  In part, the Head Start programs found it diffi-
cult to convert their own mind-sets, and those of parents, from being a "free"
service to a "fee-for-service."  It seemed to contradict their value system and
modus operandi.  Unfamiliar with collecting fees from parents, and in dealing
with the operational sequalea that the process engenders, Head Start programs
grappled with new and sometimes, tough decisions.  For example, Head Start
programs, for the first time, were faced with deciding whether or not to keep
children in the program if parents did not pay.  

This value dilemma transcends every facet of the program, from administra-
tion to governance.  Indeed, it is somewhat paradoxical that Head Start par-
ents have been more involved in program governance and hence ideally had
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more to say about Head Start program operations, yet without the exchange of
dollars, that accountability was non-financial.  As Head Start parents are pay-
ing for services, a new form of accountability is taking hold.  One might con-
jecture if and how this will alter parents’ sense of empowerment.    

Conversely, child care parents who are accustomed to paying for services find
that the governance apparatus of Head Start is unique.  They, too, are becom-
ing familiar with a new form of accountability, one that is non-fiscal, but is
embodied in program policy. Understanding how these new forms of account-
ability will impact Head Start and child care program governance merits con-
sideration.    

Another issue that the fiscal dimensions of the partnership suggest relates to
the grantee agency.  Traditionally, Head Start programs have been governed
by the policies that pertain to their "mother" or grantee agencies. In some
cases, the fiscal regulations of the grantee agency are quite restrictive, con-
straining Head Start and child care programs from engaging in the kind of
linkages that might best suit them.  Grantees have made exceptions under the
guise that the partnerships are experimental in nature.  If and when the part-
nerships go to scale, such issues will need to be addressed more formally.  

The Case of Family Child Care

As noted in the case studies, family child care was an option selected by four
of the eight sites.  In these sites, family child care provided an interesting and
somewhat different set of challenges than did linkages with center-based
Head Start services.  In essence, each family child care setting was its own
delegate agency, acting independently, with its own accounting, regulatory,
and accountability mechanisms. This makes generalizing about family child
care more difficult.  Yet, some similarities that need attention did emerge.
Because family child care is inherently more informal than center-based care,
when the partnerships were formed with Head Start, the family child care
homes were challenged in dealing with what they perceived as Head Start’s
bureaucracy.  Adjustments needed to be made to accommodate these issues,
many of which are still in process. 

From a programmatic and service delivery perspective, family child care was
often more difficult to partner with because it was less oriented to the need to
provide comprehensive services.  This aspect of the Revised Head Start Per-
formance Standards was, thus, quite challenging.  In addition, family child
care programs are accustomed to functioning with greater autonomy than
most center- based programs.  Reconciling these differences in orientation
and service patterns is demanding for all partners and warrants more discus-
sion and understanding than currently exists.  This is particularly important
because the programs agree that family child care represents an untapped,
viable option of partnered service delivery especially for services to infants
and toddlers and their families.

A Paradigmatic Shift?

The above discussion suggests that the Head Start child care partnership
effort does represent a new approach to Head Start that is challenging Head
Start to reconsider how it operates.  While not fully taking hold in all Head
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Start programs yet, the partnership concept has viability in bringing Head
Start into dialogue and service with early childhood programs.  If not yet par-
adigmatic, it promises to afford Head Start the opportunity to face itself in the
mirror and to begin to consider how it can and must interface with the emerg-
ing early childhood system.  As such, the partnership efforts may well be the
lighthouse for the future Head Start.  

THINKING AHEAD: RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
HEAD START AND THE EARLY CHILDHOOD
COMMUNITY/SYSTEM

As noted earlier, this study began with the intention of examining collabora-
tion among Head Start and other early childhood programs.  That this study
focused on the Head Start child care partnerships was both an artifact of tim-
ing and a gift of luck.  For through the Head Start child care partnership, we
can observe, perhaps, the highest level of collaboration that the field has seen
in recent decades.  As such, there are critical lessons and challenges that need
to be chronicled from this effort.  

The Viability of a Better Way

When the idea of the Head Start partnerships was embryonic, many chal-
lenged it, unsure what the consequences might be. Federal bureaucrats under-
stood that this effort was somewhat of a "gamble," yet they perceived that as a
demonstration, the partnership effort was not only sympathetic with the tra-
jectory in which they saw Head Start going, but afforded the opportunity to
try out a dream.  That many applicants agreed, and applied for these awards,
affirms the accuracy of their thoughts.  And that many many more are cur-
rently contemplating different kinds of partnerships further underscores the
importance of this work.  It signals that the early childhood field is achieving
a new level of maturity and sophistication, and that together, there is recogni-
tion that the fragmented approach to service delivery that grew up so haphaz-
ardly can not prevail.    

Commitment to Invention 

Perhaps most notable among the many accomplishments of the Head Start-
child care partnerships was its explicit sanctioning of invention in the early
childhood community.  This invention transcended individual programs, with
the RFP acting as the lubricant for such deep program linkages.  As such, this
RFP represented an important voice in the Head Start’s considering itself as
part of a whole system, rather than as an unlinked, independent program.
While this spirit of invention leaves many issues on the table, it is a majestic
example of a field dealing directly and boldly with the most intransigent
issues of the day.  In this sense, the spirit of "trial ballooning" that has charac-
terized Head Start for so long has infiltrated the early childhood community.
This is to be applauded and safeguarded.  It is like Head Start to bravely
tackle the most challenging issues. 

A Window on the Future

The future is not ours to predict.  Yet, if one could gain a small fix on the early
childhood future, it would be through the eyes of the partnership efforts.  At
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once, they provide a glimpse of what a magnificent struggle it is to piece
together a more systematic approach to services.  But they also indicate the
importance of doing so, and the dedication of those who toil to make the part-
nerships possible.  We would be remiss if we did not indicate that the respon-
dents to whom this report is dedicated were ferocious in wanting to get their
story out.  They believe in what they are doing, know that it makes sense, and
know that it is tough.  They persist because they also know that increases in
the number of services, coupled with the need for increased quality, necessi-
tates new apparatus, more coordinative, and collaborative approaches to early
childhood education.  

We are privileged to share their stories and lessons.  The reader is encouraged
to use these experiences as a means of reflecting on the kind of system that
might be created if such efforts were nourished fully.  We remain convinced
that the partnerships are the prelude to the future. We salute Head Start and
these Head Start programs for leading the nation on this journey.   
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APPENDIX B: PRELIMINARY SCREENING INTERVIEW

Today's date: __/__/__

Name of interviewer:

1.  Name of Head Start program:

2.  Name of respondent:

Position:
Length of tenure:

3. Address:

4. Phone:

Fax:
Email:

5. Type of Grantee:

___Community Action Agency ___Public School District
___College/ University ___Limited Purpose Agency
___Resources/ Referral Agency ___City/County Government
___Human Service Agency ___Tribal
___Other (Describe)

6. Type of Setting:

Urban___ Rural ___ Suburban___

7. Size of Service Area (e.g., # counties; # cities):

8. Describe your partnership in general.

___Using non-Head Start monies to lengthen the Head Start day and year

___Linking with Child care or other programs to provide comprehensive
services to Head Start-eligible children already enrolled in child care/pre-k

___Linking with child care or other programs to provide comprehensive serv-
ices to Head Start-eligible children not already enrolled in child care/pre-k
(i.e., have you created new slots)

___Linking with a family child care provider or family child care network

9. Hours of operation:

Days per week:
Weeks per year:
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10. When did this partnership begin?

11. Interested in participating?

12. Interviewer comments:

Partner Program Information (if applicable):

1.  Name of partner program:

2.  Name of contact person:

3.  Address:

4.  Telephone:

Fax:
E-mail:

5.  Service area of partner program

___Urban   ___Rural   ___ Suburban
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APPENDIX C: MULTIPLE SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS 
QUESTIONNAIRE

Today's date: __/___/___

Name of interviewer:

Name of Head Start program:

Name of partner program:

Name of respondent:

I. GENERAL INFORMATION:

1. Currently, how many of these children are you funded to serve through
ACF Head Start funds?

2. Of those children, how many currently receive full-day, full-year
services? 

3. How many, if any, received full-day, full-year services prior to your expan-
sion?

4. Total number of children served by partner program prior to partnership?

5. Number of Head Start-eligible children served by partner program prior to
partnership?

II. SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS

1. Elaborate on your service delivery approach (logistical issues such as
where the children are located, whose staff are used, who provides the com-
prehensive services).

2. Why did you select this approach?

3.  If you could change it now, would you?  If so, to what model?

III. HEAD START CENTER OPERATIONS

1. What changes did you make in your center operations as a result of offering
full-day, full-year services along the following areas and why?
• hours of operation
• security
•transportation
•security
•other
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2. How is the day-to-day schedule of the full-day, full-year children different
from that of the children in your other Head Start classrooms? How did you
arrive at that schedule? What feedback have you had from staff and parents
about this schedule?

3. Did you change your operating procedures in other Head Start centers as a
result of the lessons learned from the changes made at the full-day, full-year
centers?

IV. CHILDREN’S EXPERIENCES

1 .What changes in curriculum did Head Start make for the full-day, full-year
children? What factors influenced this decision? What curriculum changes
were made in our partner program?

2. Are there other changes in children's services (e.g., health, nutrition, and
social services) and how they are delivered in Head Start? Is this different for
full-day, full-year vs. part-day and partner program children?

3. Have you changed your eligibility criteria as a result of providing full-day,
full-year services?  If so, with what results?

V. FAMILY PARTNERSHIPS

1. What changes have you found in the availability of parents since having
started full-day, full-year services?

2.  Have you changed the strategies to develop and implement parent involve-
ment and family outreach?

3. What future changes might you have to make in your partnership to ensure
that the needs of families are met?

4. Have you and your partner talked about any specific changes in your day-
to-day operations that you will make in the near future?

VI. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT

1. Have you done any additional hiring as a result of your partnership?

2. How have the supervisory roles changed for your management team as a
result of the partnership? What has been the response to these changes?

3. How have the supervisory roles changed for your partner program’s man-
agement team?
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VII. TRAINING AND COMPENSATION

1. What additional training and/or professional development activities.  Have
you provided for staff that are now serving full-year, full-day children (both
partner program and Head Start)?  Is this training provided with other Head
Start staff or separately? Is it required?

2. Have staff salaries changed as a result of this partnership?

3. Have there been any changes in fringe benefits provided? If so, what?

VIII. GOVERNANCE

1. Has your governance structure changed as a result of the partnership, and is
your Center Committees and/or Policy Council conducting business differ-
ently?

2. Do you incorporate parents of your partner program that are non-Head Start
parents into the Policy Council?  If so, in what capacity?

IX. ACCOUNTABILITY

1. What strategies do you use to ensure that the Revised Performance Stan-
dards are being met?  Are they being met?

2. Were there any other changes in your policies and procedures as a result of
ensuring that you and your partner were delivering a service of high-quality?

X. FINANCES

1. (a) What increases have you had in your federal and/or state Head Start
allocation since you began your partnership?

(b) What increases have you had in other state dollars received (e.g., state
child care trust fund, state child care, state pre-k) since you began your part-
nership?

(c)  Private or other sources?

3. What is the per-child, per-hour cost for your full-day children?

4. Do you cost-share staff?  What positions?
5. Do you cost-share services? Which services?
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6. What changes have you made in your fiscal accounting as a result of using
multiple funding streams to offer full-day, full-year services?  With what con-
sequences?

7. What changes have you made in your financial accountability system?
Have you had to develop a different cost-allocation formula?

8. How has fee collection been handled? How did you decide on your fee col-
lection formula? What were the consequences?

9. Do you think that this partnership has been cost-effective?  E.g., has this
reduced administrative costs and overhead or have you had to incur added
expenses such as transportation?

XI. IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES AND OTHER NON-PART-
NER PROGRAM COMMUNITY SERVICES 

1. What have been the biggest changes in your partner program and what has
its overall response to the partnership been?

2. How would you characterize your Head Start program's relationships with
the early care and education programs in your community prior to offering
full-day, full-year services?

3. Has this relationship changed? Why do you think it has changed?

4. Has your program expanded its linkages or established new linkages with
other local or state agencies?

5. Have these new community and, or state linkages impacted your overall
Head Start operation? How?

6. Have these linkages as well as your relationship with the Early Care and
Education community changed the larger service delivery system in your
community?

7. What impact do you feel the introduction of full-day, full-year services has
had on the low-income young children and families in your community?
What feedback are you getting from families, community residents, and staff?
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XII. SUMMARY

1.  Identify the three most significant benefits that this new delivery system
has brought to your Head Start program.

2. Identify the three most significant benefits that this new delivery system
has brought to the early care and education community.

3. Identify the three most significant challenges that remain for your Head
Start program.
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APPENDIX D: PARTNER PROGRAM QUESTIONNAIRE

Today's date: ___/___/___

Name of interviewer:

Name of Head Start program:

Name of partner program:

Name of respondent:

I. GENERAL INFORMATION:

1. Total number of children served by the program prior to partnership:

2. Number of Head Start-eligible children served by program prior to partner-
ship:

II. CENTER OPERATIONS:

1. What changes did you make in your center operations as a result of this
partnership along the following areas and why?

• hours of operation

• security

• janitorial services 

• food 

• transportation

• other

2. Have you and your partner talked about any specific changes in your day-
to-day operations that you will make in the near future?

III. CHILDREN'S EXPERIENCES

1. What changes in curriculum, if any, did you have to make as a result of this
partnership?  What factors influenced this decision?

2. Are there other changes in children's services (e.g., health, nutrition, and
social services)?
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IV. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT

1. Have you done any additional hiring as a result of your partnership?

2. How have the supervisory roles changed for the management team as a
result of the partnership?  What has been the response to these changes?

V. TRAINING AND COMPENSATION

1. What additional training and/or professional development activities have
you provided for staff who are now serving full-year, full-day children (both
partner program and Head Start)?  Is it required?

2.  Have staff salary changed as a result of this partnership?

3. Have there been any changes in fringe benefits provided? If so, what?

VI. IMPACT ON PROGRAMS AND COMMUNITIES

1. Why did you enter into this partnership?

2. What have been the biggest changes in your program due to this partner-
ship?

3. How would you characterize your program's relationship with Head Start
programs in your community prior to offering full-day, full-year services?

4.  Has this relationship changed? Why do think it has changed, if it has?

5. What impact do you feel this partnership has had on the low-income young
children and families in your community?

6. What has been the overall response from families with regard to the part-
nership?
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VII. FINANCES

1. What increases have you had in other state dollars received (e.g., state child
care trust fund, state child care, state pre-k) since you began your partnership?

2. Private or other sources?

3. Do you think that this partnership has been cost-effective?  E.g., has this
reduced administrative costs and overhead or have you had to incur additional
expenses such as transportation?

VIII.  SUMMARY

1. Identify the three most significant benefits that this new delivery system
has brought to your program.

2.  Identify the three most significant benefits that this partnership has brought
to the early care and education community.

3. Identify the three most significant challenges that remain for your partner-
ship.

4. Identify the three most significant challenges that remain for the local early
childhood delivery system.


